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ABSTRACT
This research explores the effect of the equitable provision of resources and a
literacy-focused curriculum on summer learning loss for middle-school students. Using the
faucet theory, this mixed methods sequential exploratory study was designed to provide
school-year resources during the summer months, for students in grades five through eight, in
a rural, socioeconomically disadvantaged school district. Transportation, breakfast, lunch,
books, and a literacy-focused enrichment program were provided for all students, and book
choice and attendance prizes were used to increase student motivation. The pragmatic
approach of the study incorporated both quantitative (e.g., literacy outputs, registration,
attendance data, reading observations, and student questionnaires) and qualitative data (e.g.,
student focus groups and parents’ open-ended question responses). The 97 participants were
acquired with convenience sampling. Two grade levels experienced summer learning gains
and three grade levels maintained above benchmark status. Students (74%) also self-reported
literacy growth. Registrations for summer learning increased by 746% and the average daily
attendance increased by 18%. Students (73%) reported that prizes motivated attendance and
42% said that free meals were important. Students (79%) also reported an increase in
summer reading and parents (94%) reported an increase in their child’s motivation to read.
Future study of adolescent summer learning programs is recommended, as is the analysis of
summer learning loss for male and female students. The study did not attempt to measure all
factors that affect students’ summer learning but supports that could be reasonably
implemented by a school district.

Running Head: SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

1

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
Educators return to school in the fall, energized to meet their new groups of students
and eager to build upon students’ learned skills. Students’ skills in September, however, are
not always what they were in May. Some skill scores stay the same or increase, but many
scores decrease during the summer months. While this does not affect the teachers’
commitment to differentiate instruction and guide students to success, the learning
trajectories of many students are reversed.
In September of 2017, students’ STAR (Standardized Test for the Assessment of
Reading) reading scores from the research school were compared to their end-of-the-year
scores from May 2017. Sixty-one percent of students started the school year with a decrease
in literacy skills. Though they made gains throughout the 2017 – 2018 school year, it took an
average of 3.5 months to recover the literacy scores that they had achieved in the previous
school year, in May. One student needed the entire year to regain the literacy level that he
had achieved in the grade prior.
This summer learning loss, or the summer slide, is “the phenomenon in which
students lose academic knowledge gained in the school year during the summer months as a
result of limited educational engagement” (Leefat, 2015, p. 555). Similarly, summer reading
loss “is a prevalent problem that occurs primarily for students who are not exposed to or
encouraged to read at home or in summer programs when school is out” (McDaniel,
McLeod, Carter, & Robinson, 2017, p. 673). Students who do not have access to or
encouragement to read during the summer months lose the literacy skills they gained when
school was in session.
Despite the academic growth that occurs during the school year, summer reading loss
is cumulative. Students who consistently lose skills in the summer months fall further behind
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their peers who are able to participate in summer learning activities. “Summer learning loss
can add up to about two-thirds of the gap in reading achievement by ninth grade” (Caputo &
Estrovitz, 2017, p. 3).
Literacy skills lost during the summer months take time to regain, time that could be
spent enriching students’ knowledge base with new, more challenging skills. “It is the
summer that determines children’s academic achievement” (Leefat, 2015, p. 551). If there
were ways to encourage summer learning so that skills were not lost during summer break,
then students could start each school year ready to build, rather than rebuild, their literacy
knowledge.
The purpose of this study was to determine students’ motivation to participate in a
summer literacy program, while providing resources, incentives, book choice, and a literacyfocused program, and the resulting literacy outcomes that may occur from an increase in
participation. The study implemented a four-week literacy-focused summer Literacy
Academy for students in grades five through eight. Participants were provided with
transportation to and from school, breakfast, lunch, and complimentary books.
Literacy outputs were measured using the STAR reading assessment. Registration
and attendance information were documented. Student questionnaires and focus groups
measured participants’ motivation to read during the summer months and their opinions of
the summer learning program. Parents also completed questionnaires to reflect upon their
child’s summer reading habits, motivation to read, and the Literacy Academy program itself.
Results from the study were used to plan the district’s summer learning programming
for future years. Factors that contributed to an increase in participation and improved literacy
outputs were also identified. Since student outcomes demonstrated a need for transportation,
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meals, and a summer book distribution, the district adjusted the budget so that it is able to
accommodate summer learning supports for future participants in the Literacy Academy.
Similarly, since the Literacy Academy program produced an increase in students’
literacy scores and maintained STAR benchmark levels, the program was expanded to add
another grade level. The impact of this study has the potential to affect other summer
learning programs in the area, as well as other high-poverty, rural schools throughout the
country.
A lack of year-round support connects to the faucet theory (Entwisle, Alexander, &
Olson, 2001). The faucet theory asserts that during the school year, resources flow for all
school children. When school is not in session, essential resources are shut off. Students
whose families are able to provide the same resources received during the school year (e.g.,
educational opportunities, food, and books) are able to continue learning, even when school
is out for the summer months. However, students whose families rely on school-provided
resources during the school year, suffer in the summer months when the education, food, and
resources are turned off. Food insecurity increases and summer learning decreases.
Summer vacation hasn’t always been considered a vacation from school. Rather, it
was a break from farming, the heat, or over-stimulation. In rural areas, school was divided
into two terms, summer and winter in order to accommodate spring planting and fall
harvesting seasons. Urban schools, conversely, had longer school calendars, but started
adding more breaks as absenteeism increased during the “hot and unhealthy summer months”
(Pedersen, 2012, pp. 57-58). In the 1840’s educational reformers felt that too much schooling
would be detrimental to students’ mental health, so they added additional breaks to the
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school calendar (Altman, 2008; Pitcock, 2018). As a way to standardize the school schedule
across the country, both rural and urban schools implemented a long summer break.
When compared to other countries, the United States has an extended summer
vacation in terms of days away from school. While students in the United States attend
school for an average of 180 days, students in South Korea and Japan attend school for 220
and 243 days, respectively (Altman, 2008). Researchers, however, say that it is difficult to
compare countries’ educational schedules. The United States, for example, allows states to
establish time requirements, while other countries create national school schedules. There are
also many variations in what are considered “instructional hours,” as some count lunch,
recess, and other non-academic activities in that time (Desilver, 2014; Hull, 2011).
Summer break for students today is filled with activity camps, family vacations,
museum visits, and other planned and impromptu events. Research has shown that
socioeconomic status can affect the quantity and quality of educational opportunities in
which students engage during the summer months away from school. “Higher family income
allows expenditures for books, computers, and other resources” (Entwisle et al., 2001, p. 12)
while lower-income families are often unable to participate in educational camps, sports
camps, and library time. Enrollment costs and transportation barriers often hinder access to
summer learning activities.
In the fall, students return to school with varied accounts of their time away from
school during the summer break. Some students tell of travels to faraway places, adventure
camps, or summer learning activities. Other students chat about time spent playing at the
park or pool, while some prefer to say nothing at all. When it comes to talking about summer
reading, students’ accounts are just as varied. Some students boast about the books read
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during the summer months, some vaguely recall reading, and others are perplexed that the
topic would even be mentioned. For educators, those summer stories are often telling of what
may be expected on students’ beginning-of-the-year reading assessment results. Children
who do not participate in summer learning experiences, year after year, “have an academic
achievement gap that grows throughout the elementary and middle school years” (Caputo &
Estrovitz, 2017, p. 3). Shin and Krashen (2008) noted that, “the difference we see in how
well children read, as well as their growth in vocabulary, appears to be heavily influenced by
what happens over the summer” (p. 18). Differences in summer learning are noticed when
students return to school in the fall.
Summer learning experiences do not just refer to academic tasks such as completing
worksheets or receiving summer tutoring. They can take a variety of forms, from reading a
brochure to attending an academic or sports camp, or even visiting the zoo. For example,
students learn how to compare advertisements when they analyze travel brochures. They
develop physical skills when they attend sports camps, and they learn about animal attributes
when they visit a farm or zoo. They learn about historical events when they interpret the signs
and displays at museum exhibits. The knowledge gained in various ways (visually, auditorily,
physically, etc.) help students to maintain or even build upon skills gained during the school
year.
While all learning is important, literacy learning in the summer months is essential for
success both inside and outside of school. Marchand-Martella, Martella, Modderman,
Petersen, and Pan (2013) stressed that “learning to read is the most important skill our
students can learn in school, serving as the very foundation of all other academic subjects”
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(p. 161). Without an adequate foundation in literacy skills, constructing meaning in other
content areas is difficult.
When students leave school for the summer, literacy learning must occur through
other opportunities or experiences. Those who do not have access to summer opportunities
may experience summer learning loss. Similarly, summer reading loss can occur when
students do not have access to reading materials or literacy experiences. “Public schools are a
critical lifeline for low-income students and families…when they are closed, achievement
gaps widen and a variety of academic, health, and social-emotional outcomes decline”
(Pitcock, 2018, p. 4). Educational opportunities provided by school districts can be crucial
for students’ summer learning.
Theoretical Framework
Entwisle et al.’s faucet theory provides an explanation as to why students from lowerincome households lose more academic skills in the summer months (Quinn & Polikoff,
2017, para. 4). The faucet theory asserts that schools provide a flow of resources for students
that encourage learning during the school year. Schools provide materials, meals, education,
and supervision during the school year, and “children of every economic background benefit
roughly equally” (Allington et al., 2010, p. 413). However, during the summer months when
school is not in session, the faucet of school resources is turned off. Resources continue to
flow for children in middle- and higher-income households, as their families are able to
provide for their nutritional and academic needs. These students continue to learn through
“enrichment activities, literacy exposure, and other opportunities provided by families and
the community” (McDaniel et al., 2017, p. 674).
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For students living in low-income households, the faucet runs dry. They “lose access
to critical services altogether when the school doors close” (Pitcock, 2018, p. 5). Families
cannot make up for the lack of resources and the result is a decline in student achievement.
Almus and Dogan (2016), in their study of a summer learning program, found that
student participation in summer learning programs dramatically increased when students and
families were offered free transportation, breakfast, lunch, and other attendance incentives. In
addition, “students from all grade levels benefited from the program in the area of reading”
(p. 12). Similarly, Borman, Benson, and Overman (2005) suggested that “perhaps by turning
on the summer school faucet, educators can narrow the achievement gaps under some
circumstances” (p. 147). Providing summer resources has demonstrated that “school serves
as an important equalizer among different groups of students” (Almus & Dogan, 2016, p. 1).
Statement of the Problem
Students of all socioeconomic backgrounds typically make similar gains, or rate of
progress, when school is in session. Unfortunately, “summer is the most inequitable time of
the year for youth, in terms of access to learning, enrichment, nutrition, and other critical
services that are more readily available during the nine months of the school year” (National
Summer Learning Association, 2017). During the three-month break from school, “children
from all income levels often experience losses in some areas of academic achievement” (Xu
& De Arment, 2017, p. 90). However, “there is a significant association between summer
learning loss and student socioeconomic status (SES)” (Gao, Gilbert, & Woods, 2016, p.
115). In the summer months, students from low-income households cumulate learning losses
while their higher-income peers often amass learning gains. Shin and Krashen (2008) stated
that, “children of poverty…fall behind in the summer a little more each year, until the
difference is huge” (p. 2). According to the Minnesota Department of Education (2018b),
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students from low-income households lose two months of learning in the summer months.
Instead of starting each school year ready to move ahead with learning goals, students
without access to educational opportunities return to school trying to catch up while their
more advantaged peers move ahead. As a result, the gap in students’ achievement widens
each year.
Summer reading loss can also affect the English development of multilingual
learners. Multilingual learners need opportunities to read, write, listen to, and speak English.
Away from school in the summer months, students’ exposure to English is often reduced,
creating language learning setbacks for many multilingual learners. In the study of Stanat,
Becker, Baumert, Ludtke, and Eckhardt (2012), results indicated that a “summer learning
program did have immediate positive effects on children’s second language skills” (p. 167).
Similarly, gifted students need opportunities to challenge their thinking, reading, and
academic skills. Without summer learning opportunities, gifted students may not have the
educational experiences or exposure needed to accelerate their learning. Gifted students who
are geographically isolated or economically disadvantaged may also experience summer
learning loss due to the lack of or access to educational opportunities and reading materials.
At the research school, of the 19 sixth grade students who scored over 900 on the
May STAR assessment, 14 of the students experienced summer learning loss. The reduction
in literacy scores varied dramatically, from one student losing only three points, to one
student losing 258 points. Since the average typical growth is 79 points, that particular
student lost over three years of learning gains during the summer months away from school.
The average summer learning loss for this group of students was 120 points, or nearly two
years of literacy learning. While four of the higher-scoring students were able to recover the
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learning loss within two months, the average amount of time required to gain back the
literacy learning was 4.2 months. This is similar to the 3.5 months needed, in general, to
regain summer reading losses.
Motivation to read and reading gains are important outcomes for the school year and
summer months. As students become more motivated to read, they increase their reading
practice. “As the reading practice increases, their reading ability also increases” (Springer,
Harris, & Dole, 2017, p. 43). Conversely, when students are not motivated to read, they read
less and lose literacy skills. In general, when students progress through grade levels, their
motivation to read decreases and their attitudes toward reading become increasingly negative
(Melekoglu, 2011; Parsons, A. et al., 2018). According to Gambrell (2011), “some students
who have low motivation to read do not read over the summer months when they are out of
school” (p. 174). This contributes to summer learning loss.
However, there are some factors that can increase motivation to read. Providing book
access can create an increased motivation to read, especially in the summer months (Guryan,
Kim, & Park, 2016; Shin & Krashen, 2008). Book choice is another significant element for
reading motivation (Daniels, Marcos, & Steres, 2011; Gambrell, 2011; McGill-Franzen,
Ward, & Cahill, 2016). When students are given the autonomy to select their own texts, they
are more likely to read them. They are also “more likely to read them over the summer”
(McGill-Franzen et al., 2016, p. 592). “Authentic literacy tasks such as book discussions”
(Marinak, Malloy, & Gambrell, 2010, p. 508) independent reading, and teacher read-alouds
promote student motivation to read. “Challenge, collaboration, and authenticity appear to
support the development of intrinsic reading motivation” (Marinak, 2013, p. 40) as well.
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Summer programs that aim to motivate students to read and address literacy
achievement are paramount. However, Augustine and McCombs (2015) noted that “only
about one-third of low-income youth participate in an organized summer activity at all, let
alone one designed to help them maintain and build critical skills” (p. 13). Creating a
literacy-focused program, and providing access to the program, can encourage literacy
growth.
A quality literacy program should include independent reading with conferencing,
vocabulary work, teacher read-aloud, small-group work, writing, reader’s theater, and wide
reading. Independent reading with conferencing allows the necessary time to engage in
reading while being individually supported with suggestions for reading improvement
(Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010; Shin & Krashen, 2008). Explicit vocabulary instruction is
necessary to increase students’ reading comprehension. The teacher read-aloud increases
students’ motivation, engagement, and language comprehension. It provides a “model of
fluent reading and helps listeners learn not only the conventions of language but text
elements, vocabulary, and strategies” (Hurst & Griffity, 2015, p. 33). Small-group work
ensures that “students experience productive ways of thinking about text that can serve as
models for them to use during their own reading” (Kamil et al., 2008, p. 22). Writing
instruction, taught alongside reading, provides an opportunity to practice reading skills in a
different modality. Reader’s theater offers opportunities to practice fluent reading and wide
reading provides opportunities to experience a variety of different genres and formats. This
provides students with a variety of opportunities to learn vocabulary, grammar,
comprehension, and other literacy skills (Palumbo & Sanacore, 2009, p. 278; Sanacore &
Palumbo, 2010).
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Providing a summer learning opportunity alone is not enough to improve literacy
learning; students must be able to access it. Martorell, Miller, Santibanez, and Augustine
(2016) stated that, “research has shown that summer school improves student achievement
but poor attendance hampers its effectiveness” (p. 124). As noted in a policy update from the
National Association of State Boards of Education (2013), “students must first actually
attend summer learning programs if they are to gain any benefit from instruction” (p. 1). The
more days that students attend summer learning programs, the more success they will
potentially achieve. In their research, Borman et al. (2005), suggested that “when parents do
make it a priority to support their children’s attendance at summer school, the summer slide
can be prevented” (p. 147). Schools can support parents’ encouragement of regular
attendance by providing the necessary transportation.
Transportation is especially important for rural families who typically drive farther
distances for employment. The long commute creates longer workdays and reduces the
likelihood that children can attend summer learning opportunities during school hours.
Griffin and Galassi (2010) reported parents’ concerns that transportation was a major issue
that prevented their students’ success in school. Eliminating transportation barriers,
especially for rural students whose parents drive long distances for work, may be an
equalizing factor for students’ summer learning access.
Some families simply cannot afford to transport their children to school each day for
summer school. For a family’s already stretched budget, the fuel and vehicle expenses
required to transport children to school in the summer months are simply not an option. If
families are unable to provide transportation to school due to work schedules or for financial
reasons, children may not have access to summer learning opportunities. For many rural
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students from economically disadvantaged households, a school’s summer learning program
is the only educational opportunity available for them in the summer months.
The research school district is comprised of a high school and elementary school that
are seven miles apart, and most students require the bus to get to and from school. Of the 327
high school students enrolled, 285 of them ride the bus. Of the 18 Head Start, 58 preschool,
and 395 elementary students, 396 of them ride the bus to and from school each day.
Providing transportation in this rural community is essential for educational access.
Transportation, however, is not provided in my district when school is dismissed for the
summer. Students who need transportation during the school year also need it in the summer
months.
For many, school libraries are the only libraries accessible to students. When the
school is closed in the summer months, a student’s library access is also closed. Geographic
isolation can hinder students’ ability to access books. McGill-Franzen et al. (2016) stressed
that “children in rural areas face even greater hardships in accessing print and electronic
books” (p. 593). Their rural location makes it challenging to find or access books and
libraries. Similarly, a family’s financial situation can pose challenges for purchasing or
otherwise acquiring texts.
Within the research school district there was a small, satellite library in the high
school town. While resources could be ordered online, the hours were minimal, six hours a
week. It was open on Tuesdays, from 1:30-3:30, and Thursdays, from 9:00-11:00 and 5:007:00. For most working families, there was only a 2-hour window on Thursday evenings to
access the library. In addition, many of the school’s families did not have regular access to
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the internet, so ordering books was a challenge. Without ordering reading materials ahead of
time, book options were extremely limited at the satellite library.
In the elementary school town, there was a lending library box in a private yard next
to the school building. The next closest library was seven miles away from the elementary
and 14 miles away from the high school, open from 9:00-7:00 four days a week, 9:00-6:00 on
Fridays, 10:00-4:00 on Saturdays, and closed on Sundays. The closest thrift store or store to
purchase books was located in that same town.
Book access is critical, but book ownership can be even more effective than book
lending opportunities. McGill-Franzen et al. (2016) emphasized the importance of a home
library for literacy achievement, stating:
Lack of access to books over the summer, when school is not in session, had
especially far-reaching achievement consequences in reading - two-month loss over
each summer for poor children versus a gain of roughly one month for more
advantaged children, which contributed to an achievement gap of several years by
eighth grade. (p. 586)
Just as students need transportation throughout the year, many also require nutritional
support. As the Food Research and Action Council (2017) stressed in the title of its summer
nutrition report, “hunger doesn’t take a vacation” (p. 1). When looking at supporting families
in a rural area, it is also important to note that families who struggle financially may also
struggle to provide adequate nutrition for their children, especially in the summer months.
During the school year, many students receive free or reduced-priced meals. At the
research district, every elementary student received free breakfast, every school day, during
the regular school year. In addition, 40% of the student population received free or reduced-
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priced lunches. When school was dismissed for the summer months, families who struggled
to provide meals during the school year continue to struggle with this basic need. The
summer nutrition gap (Food Research and Action Council, 2017) affects students’ health and
future learning. Summer nutrition, just like school-year nutrition, is needed for children’s
health and development. Nutrition impacts students’ cognition and achievement, as well as
their ability to learn and function. School meal programs reduce food-insecurity, provide
nourishment, and support academic achievement. They:
Mitigate the effects of adverse external environmental factors, such as low
socioeconomic status; support improved intake of nutrient-rich foods; are associated
with improved learning and behaviors in school; and encourage a healthy lifestyle.
Finally, breakfast, especially when consumed at school for food-insecure children,
can have a positive effect on health, grades, school attendance, and behavior issues.
(Hayes, Spano, Donnelly, Hillman, & Kleinman, 2014, p. 21)
Providing meals during the school summer learning is one way to support students
and their families in the summer months, and to provide the nutrition needed for students’
learning. There are federal summer nutrition programs available for schools, such as the
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) Seamless Summer Option and the Summer Food
Service (SFSP). The programs provide food funding to sites where at least 50 percent of the
children in the area qualify for free or reduced-priced school meals or at sites with 50 percent
of the participating students qualify for free or reduced-priced meals. While researching food
options for this study, it was discovered that the research district qualified for free summer
meals through the Minnesota Eats program. As a result, all students in the school district’s
community received free breakfast and lunch in the summer months.
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Summer school programming can be seen as an opportunity to provide basic needs
for students when school is not in session. Almus and Dogan (2016) conducted a survey that
included free transportation, breakfast, lunch, and attendance rewards (school clothing, sports
passes, etc.) that resulted in increases in summer school participation. The Eau Claire Area
School District also started an initiative to provide both transportation and meals for its
summer learning programs and experienced a 20% increase in participation (District
Administration, 2018, p. 38). Providing food to summer learning participants can reduce
food-insecurity for many, provide a nutritional boost, and contribute to students’ overall
health and wellness. Providing both the nutrition and the transportation to access it had
positive implications.
Parent perceptions are also important when considering summer programming.
Griffin and Galassi (2010) reported parents’ concern that a lack of access to enrichment
programs contributed to students’ poor academic performance. They also noted that parents
desired “affordable summer programs” (p. 94) and community and school resources that
“enhance learning for all students” (p. 96).
Eliminating barriers to education can positively impact student participation and
achievement. Martorell et al. (2016) found that parent incentives (transportation and meals)
positively affected parents’ choice to send their children to summer school. Similarly,
Borman et al. (2005) found that when attempting to counter summer learning loss, students
need, “structured learning opportunities and resources offered through a formal school- based
setting and the commitment of parents to make sure that they attend” (p. 149).
While transportation and meals (breakfast and lunch) may be viewed favorably by
families, they might not be viewed as incentives by adolescents. In a study by Almus and
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Dogan (2016), the use of student attendance awards also had a positive effect on student
participation. Some of the attendance awards in this study included food coupons, gift cards,
and clothing, and students chose the incentives that they desired for attending the summer
program.
Summer Learning Argument
Despite all efforts to improve student learning with summer school, some researchers
note that summer school does not reduce the achievement gap. Entwisle et al. (2001) stated
that “on average, the summer school gain for students of all socioeconomic levels is quite
small” (p. 13). Borman et al. (2005) similarly argued that there are too few high-quality
studies on the “potential achievement effects associated with summer school” (p. 135) and
few studies that track multi-year summer programs. More research into quality summer
learning programs is needed to investigate possible solutions to the summer slide.
Purpose of the Study
The goal of this mixed-method sequential exploratory study was to create a summer
literacy program for middle school students that provided resources typically unavailable in
the summer months, transportation, nutrition, and book access. The purpose of this research
was to evaluate the effects that result from eliminating barriers to education (e.g., access to
educational programs, food insecurity, and book access). The research also assessed the
outcomes of a literacy-focused program and variables that motivated participation in the
summer learning program.
The program incorporated independent reading with conferencing, teacher readaloud, writing, small-group shared reading, and reader’s theater. The program was designed
to help students master literacy skills in an engaging and collaborative format. Students
engaged with literacy through active and varied reading experiences. In doing so, the
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program was “helping children build personal experiences and supporting their academic
learning and comprehension levels” (Caputo & Estrovitz, 2017, p. 4).
As Augustine and McCombs (2015) noted, simply “offering a program does not
guarantee results” (p. 15). Students must be engaged in productive academic learning time.
Augustine and McCombs recommend three to four hours of academic instruction each day.
This time must be focused on academic learning with a focus on academic instruction and
achievement. The focus condensed a great deal of literacy learning within a short four-week
summer program.
With programming focused on student choice, collaboration, and positive reading
experiences, the goal was that students would master nearly a quarter’s worth of skills in a
four-week summer period. Average yearly growth for students at the research district, on the
STAR reading assessment, was 79 points for students in grades three through six. A quarter’s
worth of skills mastery amounted to nearly 20 points on the STAR reading assessment.
Research Questions and Hypothesis
This research project used a mixed-methods sequential exploratory design (See Table
1.1). There was a qualitative exploratory component that occurred at the end of the study
with the goal of discovering participants’ perspectives in regard to the perceived impact of
the summer program.
1. How does a literacy-focused summer program affect students’ reading outcomes?
2. How do student and family incentives affect summer school registration and
attendance?
3. How do school-provided summer learning opportunities (book distribution and a
literacy-based summer program) affect motivation to read for middle school readers?
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Secondary questions.
4. How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement at home during
the summer months?
5. How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement during
instructional programming at school?
6. How do a literacy-focused summer program and the incentives offered to students
and families affect parents’ perspectives on summer reading and summer learning?
Table 1.1
Research Questions, Variables, and Data Collection
Question

Variables

Data Collection

STAR reading
DV: Literacy scores assessment

Source of
Data

Method

Students

Quantitative

Students

Quantitative

1. Program affects
literacy
outcomes?

IV: Program

2. Incentives affect
registration and
attendance?

IV: Bus, food…

3. Opportunities
affect
motivation?

IV: Books &
program

4. Book choice
affects home
reading?

IV: Book choice

5. Book choice
affects school
engagement

IV: Book choice

Observer check- list Researcher Quantitative

DV: Engagement

Focus Group

6. Summer
programming
affects
perspectives?

IV: Summer
program

Parent/Student
questionnaires

DV: Attendance

Registration & daily
attendance

Qualitative

Focus groups

DV: Motivation

DV: Home reading

Student focus group

Students

Student
Questionnaire
Student
questionnaire

Qualitative
Mixed

Students

Quantitative
Qualitative

Focus Group

DV: Parent/Student
perspectives

Qualitative
Parents &
Students

Mixed

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

19

Hypothesis
The alternative hypothesis was that literacy outcomes will be different at the
conclusion of the Literacy Academy. The null hypothesis was that there will be no difference
in the reading outcomes of students who participated in the summer Literacy Academy.
Data Collection
The Literacy Academy outcomes were measured using the STAR reading assessment.
In order to measure the effect of incentives on student attendance, registrations were counted,
and daily attendance was recorded. Motivation to read was interpreted from information
collected from student focus groups and open-ended questionnaire questions. Completed
student reading logs and questionnaires were used to collect information on book choice and
motivation to read at home. Student motivation to read at school was assessed using on-task
tally charts. Finally, parent and student questionnaires were distributed in order to collect
information on perspectives regarding the summer Literacy Academy.
This research designated two groups (students who selected the texts read during the
shared-reading class and students who were assigned texts to read in the shared reading class)
in order to determine the impact of book choice on reading engagement at school. To the
extent possible, groups were matched according to gender, grade level, and reading levels, so
that each group had an equal mix of each category. The design also included a separate group
of students who did not participate in the Literacy Academy.
Quantitative data was collected for both groups in the form of standardized reading
assessments (STAR reading), registration, attendance, and questionnaires. The STAR
assessment was used to track reading progress for participating students at four different time
periods: (a) end of school year (May 2019), (b) beginning of the Literacy Academy (July
2019), (c) end of the Literacy Academy (August 2019), and (d) beginning of the next school
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year September 2019). For non-participating students, questionnaires and May 2019 and
September 2019 STAR scores were collected to analyze summer reading progress.
Questionnaires were given to student participants and family members to monitor
reading activity, to document non-school learning activities, and to evaluate the summer
reading program. Questions also asked parents their opinions of the new summer
programming features, specifically bus transportation, meals, book distribution, and the
literacy-focused program.
They were asked whether the incentives affected their decision to participate in the
summer learning program. They were also asked if the literacy program affected their child’s
engagement and motivation to read. Questionnaires were also given to nonparticipant parents
to evaluate book access, student reading activity, and summer learning activities during the
summer months.
Focus group sessions were conducted with groups of students in order to explore their
thoughts and feelings about the summer learning features and the learning opportunities
presented at the Literacy Academy. The qualitative focus group questions focused on
participating students’ perceptions of resources, incentives, book choice, and the Literacy
Academy. Students’ comments were recorded, transcribed, and organized into themes that
reflected significant topics for the study.
Significance of the Study
Of the 67 sixth-grade students in the district who took the STAR reading assessment
in May (of the 2017 - 2018 school year), 40 demonstrated summer learning loss when they
returned to school in September 2018. While 15 of them were able to recover their literacy
skills within two months, three students did not fully recover until the end of the school year,
in May 2019. Three additional students never recovered from the summer learning loss.
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Many students spend months, if not the entire school year, trying to catch up to where
their academic learning left off at the end of the previous school year. When students are
busy catching up, they are not able to advance their learning. Learning becomes more
remedial- focused rather than enrichment-focused. This results in a negative impact on
middle-school learners, as the literacy demands increase with each grade the content can
become inaccessible for them. The struggle to improve literacy learning becomes a struggle
to learn all subject-matter content.
In years past, the research district’s summer programming was less structured and
less rigorous. Time was spent reading independently, using a computer program to solve
math problems independently, and spending time outside at recess with peers. This research
study implemented a structured, literacy-focused program that embedded nature-based topics
in a mixed-genre, four-week unit. The unit incorporated Common Core State Standards while
encouraging collaboration, cooperation, and communication among students. The increased
vigor of the literacy program was designed to address the need to build students’ literacy
skills. As noted by the Minnesota Department of Education (2011),
Young people need to develop strong literacy skills to communicate effectively, gain
respect from peers and authority, participate in their communities in a meaningful
way, and fully contribute to society. Building literacy, therefore, goes far beyond
improving a child’s ability to read and write. It speaks to the larger societal issues of
access and equity. (para. 2)
If student engagement increased with transportation assistance, meals, and other
resources, then the district may be persuaded to increase the budget for those services.
However, since schools are data-driven and restricted by tight budgets, literacy outcomes
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must warrant the increase in spending. If the literacy-based summer program reduced
summer learning loss and the reading achievement gap, and increased summer literacy
learning, then perhaps the district would invest more money and resources in summer
learning opportunities. Resources and money could be shifted from an autumn, remedial
focus, to a year-long student-supported focus.
Research has shown that simply providing a summer school program is not enough to
counter the effects of summer learning loss. Creating a quality program and eliminating
barriers that prevent students from accessing the program are paramount. “Improving the
quality of the summer learning environment…stands to mitigate the negative effects of outof-school time on children’s literacy skills” (Xu & De Arment, 2017, p. 90). This is valuable
because “preventing summer learning loss, particularly among low-income students, can play
a critical role in closing the achievement gap” (Gao et al., 2016, p. 116). If literacy is viewed
as an essential skill for academic and societal success, then supports that encourage yearround learning should be evaluated.
The desired outcome of the study was that increased participation in this summer
learning opportunity would encourage the school (and other school districts) to provide
transportation, meals, and books for their students when school is out of session. If the
learning program itself reduced summer learning loss and/or increases students’ reading
outcomes, then perhaps the research school (and other schools) would consider a more
intentional, literacy-focused summer program for its students.
The desired outcome of creating and implementing the Literacy Academy was that
students would maintain or improve their reading levels and continue on a positive learning
trajectory, all year, during the course of their school careers. The continuous learning would
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set students on a path for positive reading gains and school success. According to the Food
Research and Action Council (2017), providing more summer learning opportunities “can
increase high school graduation rates and ensure that more students go to college” (p. 8). The
goal of this study, then, was to evaluate summer resources and their effect on summer
literacy learning.
Definition of Terms
Incentives can be described as something that incites or has a tendency to incite to
determination or action (Merriam-Webster, 1995, p. 587). Any tangible item used to motivate
and/or produce a particular action. In this study, incentives include:
•

Transportation and meals provided to increase student attendance.

•

Gift card drawings for the return of parent surveys.

•

Sports gear, school event passes, and other items used to recognize student attendance
at summer school.

•

Books to keep.
Motivation can be described as the act or process of motivation, the condition of

being motivated, or a motivating force, stimulus, or influence (Merriam-Webster, 1995, p.
759). Motivation to read can also be described as the “likelihood of engaging in reading or
choosing to read (Gambrell, 2009, as cited in Gambrell, 2011). Kim et al. (2017) refer to
reading motivation as “an individual’s values, beliefs, attitudes, and goals related to reading”
(p. 358). In this study, reading motivation will be measured through student focus groups that
provide information on participants’
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•

Focus or energy put forth into a literacy activity.

•

Engagement in texts and the ability to maintain that engagement in order to finish the
texts.

•

Likelihood to select and read books voluntarily.
Outcomes can be described as “something that follows as a result or consequence”

(Merriam-Webster, 1995, p. 825). Literacy learning outcomes will be measured using the
STAR reading assessment tool. Factors contributing to literacy learning outcomes include:
•

Student attendance at summer school.

•

The number of books read during the summer months.

•

Student performance, student scores as measured by the STAR reading assessment.

•

Students’ motivation to read and participate in literacy activities.
Book Choice is “giving books to children that they themselves select” (McGill-

Franzen et al., 2016, p. 587). It allows students to choose topics about which they would like
to read (Senn, 2012). Book choice provides students with the opportunity to choose a book to
read, based by interest alone. Book choice also occurs when genre, readability level, or
length of the book are not criteria for text selection.
Reading engagement occurs when students are “engaged, curious, and anxious to talk
about what they are reading. They are able to read from several texts at the same time, look
forward to new challenges and value text choice and time to engage with print” (Marinak et
al., 2010, p. 503). Reading engagement will be measured using an on-task reading behavior
checklist that records information on:
•

The degree to which students are actively reading the text.

•

The degree to which students are processing the information presented in the text.
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The energy that students invest in reading assigned and self-selected texts.
Perspectives refers to “the capacity to view things in their true relations or relative

importance” (Merriam-Webster, 2019). In this study, perspective refers to student and
parents’ feelings of importance toward the Literacy Academy programming components.
These perspectives will be collected through student and parent questionnaires.
Assumptions, Limitations, Scope, and Delimitations
It was assumed that the increase in incentives provided would increase the number of
participants in the study. It was also predicted that participants’ literacy skills would improve
while attending the summer learning program. Lastly, it was assumed that giving students
books that they choose would increase the likelihood that they actually read them outside of
school.
The study was limited to the participants who choose to attend. Since summer
learning was not mandatory at this school, the study relied on voluntary participation. The
study was also limited to students starting grades five through eight in the rural Title I school
district.
A researcher cannot control the number or amount of summer learning activities that
children experienced outside of school. Those outside summer learning opportunities, then,
had the potential to affect students’ learning outcomes for the study. Likewise, reading that
took place outside of school could have affected students’ assessment scores. Students who
read their own books and/or other reading materials may have shown a gain in reading skills
that resulted from the extra outside reading rather than from attendance and participation in
the summer Literacy Academy.
Additionally, the scope of the study involved monitoring students’ independent
reading habits from the moment summer vacation began in June 2019 until school started
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again in the September 2019. The summer book distribution was used to encourage reading
and provide reading resources all summer. In addition, literacy instruction was provided
during the four-week summer learning program. School was open Monday through
Thursday, from 8:00 until 12:00. This took place at the latter part of summer, the last two
weeks in July and the first two weeks in August.
Instruction was centralized around reading and language arts skills that include
reading, fluency, comprehension, and writing. Skills taught and assessed were limited to four
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) anchor standards and were incorporated into the four
genres of fiction, nonfiction, biography, and poetry.
Delimitations included the age range of the participants (fifth through eighth grade)
and the limited content (literacy) of instruction. While the theme was connected to science
topics in nature, assessed mastery of content was limited to literacy skill gains rather than
knowledge of science topics. Mastery of basic literacy skills, like phonemes and phonics, was
not included in this study. Instruction was focused on literacy skills mastery that included
comprehension and reading at the sentence level and higher. The programming, however,
was still designed to address students’ learning needs at all levels.
Turning the Faucet Back On
All readers, struggling readers, gifted readers, motivated readers, unmotivated
readers, and readers learning the English language, need supports that encourage literacy
growth. However, the summer months pose many challenges for literacy learning. Students
who do not engage in reading activities are at risk for summer reading loss. Students who do
not have access to educational opportunities or reading materials are at risk for summer
reading loss. Schools, though, can encourage reading motivation and eliminate barriers that
prevent students from learning in the summer months.
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This study attempted to turn on the summer faucet, providing students with resources
normally available in the school months, but not typically provided in the summer months. In
doing so, literacy outcomes, attendance, motivation to read, reading engagement, and parent
perspectives were evaluated in order to determine effective summer literacy programming for
future years.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The purpose of this mixed-method sequential exploratory study was to create a
summer learning program for middle school students that provided transportation, food,
books, book choice, attendance rewards, and a literacy focus. The impact of the Literacy
Academy was measured through testing literacy learning both before and after the program,
as well as at the beginning of summer and the beginning of the next school year. This study
also aimed to examine the role that transportation, nutrition, book access, book choice,
attendance rewards, and a literacy-focused program play on students’ literacy outcomes.
Without adequate proficiency in literacy skills, much information is inaccessible for
students. Inadequate literacy skills affect them both inside and outside of the classroom. At
school, students must be able to read and comprehend content so that they are able to master
subjects such as mathematics, social studies, and science. “Learning to read is the most
important skill our students can learn in school, serving as the very foundation of all other
academic subjects” (Marchand-Martella et al., 2013, p. 161). Outside of school, “students
must be able to draw on strong literacy skills to cope with the flood of information that will
confront them as adults” (Minnesota Department of Education, 2011, p. 2).
During the school year, students have access to learning opportunities and resources
that foster academic growth and literacy skills. During the summer months, however,
resources provided during the school year are not available for all students. The lack of
resources, along with lack of motivation to learn, can result in the decline of reading skills.
In this chapter, information will be provided on the summer slide and factors that
contribute to summer reading loss, and the effect that this has on students’ learning
trajectory. In addition, an in-depth review of factors that can prevent summer learning loss
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will be given. Specific instructional practices for summer programming and literacy learning
will also be described in detail.
Literacy Learning and the Summer Slide
According to Jesson, McNaughton, and Kolose (2014) there are three general sources
of influence on literacy development during the summer months. The first factor is home and
community contributions (local library and museum access, for example). The second factor
is indirect influence, such as parent-child interactions and at-home book access. The third
influence is direct engagement with literacy activities related to school learning.
Many researchers have looked at the influence of direct engagement in summer
school and summer reading programs as opportunities to reduce the reading achievement gap
for students from low-income households (Dotson & Foley, 2016; Gershenson & Hayes,
2017; Shin & Krashen, 2008). The summer slide, or summer learning loss, occurs when
students lose academic knowledge gained in the school year during the summer months when
they do not have access to educational opportunities (Allington et al., 2010; Leefat, 2015).
Zvoch and Stevens (2015) conducted a study with a five-segment model to evaluate the
effect of summer school learning on the academic progress of primary grade students, at five
specific points, over the course of two academic years. The assessments showed that when
students were engaged in formal learning at school, their academic skills improved. When
school was out of session or students were not attending summer school, their scores
declined. Shin and Krashen (2008) also acknowledged that students’ reading and vocabulary
growth is greatly affected by summer school activities or the lack of summer learning
activities.
Researchers note that students in low SES homes make educational gains that are
similar to students in higher SES homes during the school year. It is the summer months,
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however, that negatively affect students from low-income homes (Allington et al., 2010;
McDaniel et al., 2017). According the Minnesota Department of Education (2018b) students
from low-income households lose two months of learning skills in the summer months.
Mokhtari and Velten (2015) also cited research that students may lose as much as three to
four months of reading ability without access to reading and writing opportunities in the
summer months. For these students, months of learning loss each summer cumulatively add
up throughout a child’s school career, creating a significant achievement gap (Leefat, 2015;
Shin & Krashen, 2008). Leefat (2015) noted that the students from socioeconomically
disadvantaged households “who do not participate in any summer enrichment or remedial
programs in the elementary school will enter middle school at a significant, and virtually
insurmountable, academic disadvantage” (p. 557). Dotson and Foley (2016) also agreed that
summer enrichment and summer school programs would benefit middle school student
achievement. McEachin, Augustine, and McCombs (2018) and Pitcock (2018) argued that
without summer education, low-achieving students can never catch up, stating that “young
people who are behind need more time for learning, and more time during the school year
alone will never solve the complex inequities of summer or close the achievement gap” (p.
8).
The Faucet Theory
Alexander et al. (as cited in McGill-Franzen et al., 2016) referred to the faucet theory
as an explanation for the differences in learning for students from different socioeconomic
households. When the school year is in session, the faucet is turned on and there is a flow of
resources such as books, food, teachers, and instruction, to help students learn. During the
summer months, the faucet of resources is essentially turned off. Middle and higher-income
families can provide for nutritional needs and learning enrichment, so the learning resources
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keep flowing. However, many students from low SES homes often times do not have the
means to access nutritional or education needed for summer learning and growth. “That
inequity at home makes it harder for low-income students to keep up academically in the
summer” (Pitcock, 2018, p. 5). Students without necessary resources and motivation often
lose skills that they had gained during the school year. For that reason, “it is summer that is a
uniquely critical time for students, especially for those who lack the economic means for
enrichment activities” (Leefat, 2015, p. 563).
Elementary to Middle School Reading
Elementary students typically attend school in self-contained classrooms with a
teacher that may guide a single group of learners all day. Whole-class, small-group, and
individualized instruction is expected and required to meet the learning needs of the young
students. “Weaving the language arts into all aspects of the curriculum is readily achieved in
early grades’ classrooms” (Brozo, 2010, p. 278). In the early elementary years, there is also a
concentrated effort to monitor students’ reading development. According to the Minnesota
Department of Education (2018a), the Read Well Legislation details specific expectations in
regards to monitoring reading proficiency, providing interventions for students not meeting
expectations, communicating student progress with families, and providing appropriate
training for teachers in order “to ensure all students meet this important milestone with
success” (p. 4). The hope is that all students will be proficient readers by third grade.
Even with cross-curricular literacy instruction, differentiated instruction, and reading
interventions, many students may still struggle to master reading skills in the elementary
years. Not all students are able to master reading skills by third grade. Graves stated that
“approximately 74% of all children who have identified reading problems in third grade
continue to have them in sixth grade” (as cited in Graves, Brandon, Duesbery, McIntosh, &
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Pyle, 2011, p. 74). There is a notion, however, that literacy instruction need not be as
intensive or deliberate after third grade. As Marchand-Martella et al. (2013) emphasized,
there is a “widespread and misguided assumption that we should finish reading instruction by
the end of third grade…reading instruction, especially in grades K-3, does not protect
permanently against reading failure. Educators must continue to provide reading instruction
beyond third grade” (p. 162).
When students are not able to master reading skills by third grade, they transition to
the middle school and high school and continue to struggle as readers. Instead of having a
main teacher that weaves literacy in and out of the content areas, students move from class to
class as individual teachers centralize instruction on content acquisition rather than literacy
learning.
Graves et al. (2011) stated that, “if a middle school student lacks the requisite literacy
skills, instructional materials will be inaccessible, and so will much of the core curriculum”
(p. 74). As students encounter more demanding texts in the content areas, their reading
comprehension will falter and they will not learn the content presented to them through those
challenging texts (Marchand-Martella et al., 2013).
Providing literacy-based instruction for students in fourth grade and above is
necessary and critical for our students. In particular, catching struggling students at the
beginning of their middle school years is essential to their growth and success as readers. As
Faggella-Luby and Wardwell (2011) stressed, it is not too late to provide literacy enrichment
in the middle grades for struggling readers.
Struggling readers are “typically characterized as older readers who lack the skills
and strategies of their more competent peers” (O’Brien & Dillon, 2014, p. 47). When
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students regularly struggle to read and comprehend texts, their interest in reading decreases
(O’Brien & Dillon, 2014). As the amount of reading decreases, motivation to read decreases
(Marinak, 2013). Kim et al. (2016) noted that reading motivation decreases as students move
through the grades into adolescence, a trend that is particularly common for students from
low-income families.
Conversely, when reading motivation increases, so does reading achievement
(Melekoglu, 2011). Guthrie, Schafer, and Huang (as cited in Gambrell, 2011) stated that the
presence of reading motivation and engagement can have more of an impact on student
learning than the students’ family background. Helping students achieve reading success,
then, can improve motivation to read, which leads to more reading and continued growth.
Students from low socioeconomic households are at an additional disadvantage. The
American Psychological Association (2017) stated that low socioeconomic status (SES)
affects educational achievement and health. Children from low SES households typically
demonstrate poor cognitive development, language, and memory, as well as poor
socioemotional skills. As a result, “improving school systems and early intervention
programs may help to reduce some of these risk factors; therefore, increased research on the
correlation between SES and education is essential” (p. 1). Dietrichson, Bog, Filges, and
Klint Jorgenson (2017) also emphasized that much research is needed into the areas of low
SES and, in particular, interventions for students in low SES households.
In studies, researchers have found that low SES negatively affects student
achievement (Dotson & Foley, 2016; Lumpkin, 2016). In the 2013 National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) report, it was noted that only 18% of students with free lunch
received proficient scores or higher on state assessments. Students with reduced lunches
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received 30% proficiency or higher. This contrasts the 48% proficiency rate of students that
do not qualify for free or reduced lunches. Researchers Suarez-Sousa and Bradbury (2017)
also examined the relationship between SES and the National School Lunch Program
(NSLP). Their findings, however, showed that while SES can be used as a proxy to measure
academic success of White students, NSLP is not a good predictor for American Indian
students’ academic success.
The achievement gap is prevalent for students from low socioeconomic (SES)
households. “Research continues to link lower SES to lower academic achievement and
slower rates of academic progress as compared with higher SES communities” (American
Psychological Association, 2017, p. 2). Data from the research of Dotson and Foley (2016)
and Lumpkin (2016) articulated the same outcome for low SES students. However, it must be
noted that students from different economic groups make academic gains during the school
year at roughly the same rate. It is the summer months when low-socioeconomic students fall
behind (Almus & Dogan, 2016; Gao et al., 2016).
The effect of summer learning loss is also cumulative. Students from lower-income
families fall further behind in the summer months each year while their peers in higherincome households maintain academic growth or improve their skills. Over the course of a
students’ educational career, the summer learning loss adds up to a significant learning gap.
The achievement gap, then, widens during this time, with low SES students falling further
and further behind their higher SES classmates (Dietrichson et al., 2017). “Preventing
summer learning loss, particularly among low-income students, can play a critical role in
closing the achievement gap” (Gao et al., 2016, p. 116).
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English learners also need summer learning activities to maintain and increase
English skills acquisition. Rather than just focusing on English proficiency, educators must
both support and challenge their English learners as they learn both language and academic
content (Rubinstein-Avila & Leckie, 2014).
Geographic isolation is another, less identified, contributing factor to the achievement
gap because “resources and services to support student success are less available in rural
environments” (Griffin & Galassi, 2010, p. 87). According to the U.S. Census Bureau,
roughly 20% of the U.S. population was documented as rural in 2010 (Ratcliffe, Burd,
Holder, & Fields, 2016, p. 1). Rural is considered areas that are less densely populated,
sparsely populated, not built up, or “at a distance” (Ratcliffe et al., 2016, p. 4). TichnorWagner, Garwood, Bratsch-Hines, and Vernon-Feagans (2015) noted that studies on literacy
and poverty tend to focus on urban and suburban schools, even though rural students “spend
longer time living in poverty and experience deeper levels of poverty” (p. 7) than students
living in more urban areas. “These rural children cannot access so readily resources seen as
common to urban children- libraries, museums, and other community agencies that offer
additional educational opportunities” (VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016, p. 287).
Economic depression and a lack of job opportunities force many parents to work longer
hours, atypical schedules, and drive longer distances for employment. Due to these
circumstances, students are often left home alone for long periods of time. Lack of
supervision and limited personal interactions have a negative effect on language and literacy
development for rural students. Geographic isolation is also a reason for reduced access to
reading materials (McGill-Franzen et al., 2016; Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2015).

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

36

Geographic isolation also negatively impacts the academic growth of gifted learners.
Their limited accessibility to learning opportunities can hinder accelerated growth. Aside
from the regular school year, summer programs “with academic challenges are especially
critical for gifted learners from rural America” (VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016, p. 302).
Literacy Learning
In order for students to improve as readers, they must engage in regular reading
practices. Fisher and Frey (2018) stressed that “learners need deliberate, distributed practice
that extends beyond the school day and year” (p. 91). Some researchers (Allington et al.,
2010; Guryan et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2017; McGill-Franzen et al., 2016; Shin & Krashen,
2008) stated that a summer book distribution alone can improve students’ reading
achievement. Other researchers (Almus & Dogan, 2016; Jesson et al., 2014; Leefat, 2015;
Martorell et al., 2016; McDaniel et al., 2017; Xu & De Arment, 2017) argued that teacher
attention and individualized instruction is necessary. If formal summer learning programs are
to be created to reduce the achievement gap, then, they need to take on an “accelerated or
enrichment approach” rather than a remedial approach (Leefat, 2015, p. 572) and include
scaffolding with explicit instruction (Faggella-Luby & Wardwell, 2011). Ruply, Blair, and
Nichols (2009) noted that “the key to explicit instruction is ongoing interaction and
communication between the students and the teacher” (as cited in Marchand-Martella et al.,
2013, p. 166).
In a study on library summer reading clubs, Dynia, Piasta, Justice, and Columbus
Metropolitan Library (2015) concluded that the summer group that received both books and
reading strategies instruction demonstrated great growth in reading comprehension.
Similarly, the study of Zvoch and Stevens (2015) showed that fluency skills “were gained at
a statistically greater rate during summer school when lengthy and exclusive literacy
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instruction was delivered” (p. 449). However, educators must be careful not to focus too
much attention on surface skills such as decoding (breaking a word apart) and fluency (being
able to read smoothly and quickly) in the middle grades. While adolescent readers need to
have the knowledge of and confidence in using a variety of complex literacy strategies
(Brozo, 2010), instruction must be varied and centralized around authentic literature.
Creating a summer learning environment that specifically addresses the literacy
learning needs of students is critical, especially for students from low-income homes.
“Improving the quality of the summer learning environment (i.e. providing summer school
opportunities focused on research-based literacy interventions) thus stands to mitigate the
negative effects of out-of- school time on children’s literacy skills” (Xu & De Arment, 2017,
p. 91). This is also critical for struggling readers who need “intensive and explicit
instruction” (Faggella-Luby & Wardwell, 2011, p. 35). Melekoglu (2011) also found that
when students’ reading skills improved, their motivation to read also increased (p. 256). For
English learners, the explicit instruction is necessary for text comprehension while
developing language and literacy skills at the same time (Olson, Scarcela, & Matunchniak,
2015; Rubinstein-Avila & Leckie, 2014).
Motivation to Read
Motivation is a critical element of learning, as researchers have found it to be strongly
related to student performance and achievement. Parsons, A. et al. (2018a) noted that
“students who are motivated to read consistently demonstrate higher reading achievement
than students who are less motivated to read” (p. 507). The research of McKenna et al. (as
cited in Parsons et al., 2018) also stated that student attitudes toward reading gradually but
steadily become more negative through the school years, with positive attitudes in first grade

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

38

and negative attitudes in sixth grade. Similarly, the research of Parsons, A. et al. (2018)
demonstrated that the students’:
Self-concept for reading both fiction and nonfiction declined from grades 3 to 6, most
noticeably from grade 5 to 6. Students’ value for reading both fiction and nonfiction,
however, demonstrated a much more consistent and striking decline than the drop in
self- concept. (p. 518)
As educators examine students’ motivation to read, they must recognize that a student
who is less motivated to read may need additional help reading. They may also require
different or modified instruction to make reading achievements that boost motivation to read.
Educators must also understand that “children are clearly motivated to read for different
reasons and it is important for teachers to be aware of the individual motivators that cause
students to engage (or not) in literacy tasks” (Marinak et al., 2010, p. 505). Teachers must
explore motivating factors so that they can provide that motivation for their students.
Struggling readers often lack the motivation to read (Marchand-Martella et al., 2013),
and are discouraged to engage in voluntary reading (Marinak et al., 2010). Enhancing reading
motivation in students, then “should be an essential focus of teachers and researchers to
improve reading achievement of struggling youth” (Melekoglu, 2011, p. 249). When teachers
are able to increase students’ motivation, they can improve both the goals of increased
interest in reading and increased comprehension of the texts that they are reading (Springer et
al., 2017).
Motivation, however, is not something that can be explicitly taught. Rather it is
encouraged through instruction, engaging materials and experiences, and student interaction.
Marchand-Martella et al. (2013) noted that “motivation should not be seen as a stand-alone
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component of effective reading instruction but as an integrated part of an effective
adolescent- literacy program” (p. 175).
Book choice is an important, motivating factor for readers (Guthrie, 2014). Malloy et
al. (2017) state that teachers must recognize that when they make all of the choices for their
students, “students might lack opportunities to read what interests them at all” (p. 324).
Reading choice is motivating (Fisher & Frey, 2018). Researchers assert that book selection
and reading a good book positively affect reading participation (Certo, Moxley, Reffitt, &
Miller, 2010; Daniels et al., 2011; Marinak et al., 2010; McGill-Franzen et al., 2016).
Cantrell et al. (2014) also agree that “students’ motivation and reading comprehension is
positively influenced by the ability to make choices” (p. 37). Kim et al. (2016) identified
student motivation as a critical element in reading instruction, so they utilized a central novel
in each intervention. Similarly, Little, McCoach, and Reis (2014) utilized student book
choice in the middle school reading intervention.
Springer et al. (2017) stressed that student interest improves reading comprehension,
strategic reading, memory, and cognitive effort. As a result of the motivation and increased
engagement, students’ vocabulary, reading comprehension, and fluency improved (Williams,
2014). This is especially important in the summer months when school is not in session. As
McGill-Franzen et al. (2016) highlighted, “when students are offered an opportunity to select
books for themselves, they are more likely to read them over the summer” (p. 592).
Carlisle, Kelcey, and Berebitsky (2013) found that the use of trade books positively
affected vocabulary growth. The vocabulary gains were also “positively associated with
gains in reading comprehension” (Carlisle et al., 2013, p. 1385). Rather than reading a story
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section (as found in basal or curriculum textbooks), students could read the entire work of an
entire novel.
Certo et al. (2010) acknowledged students’ joy in the richness of reading. The authors
asserted that vocabulary and comprehension skills are critical for reading growth, and quality
books can be utilized as an avenue to master those skills. Sanacore and Palumbo (2010)
noted that “because many students from low-income families come to school with an
impoverished academic vocabulary, effective teachers help these students connect
vocabulary skills and word study strategies to books with an interesting word base” (p. 182).
Trade books, then, could be used to improve vocabulary and comprehension skills.
Genre is also important, especially when motivating boys to read. Research has
demonstrated that girls are typically more motivated to read than boys (Malloy et al., 2017;
Parsons, A. et al., 2018a; Senn, 2012). When teachers are looking for texts, Senn (2012)
reminded educators that one reason why many boys can be so difficult to motivate to read is
because the materials provided to them do “not appeal to their interests” (p. 216). In general,
boys prefer nonfiction while girls prefer fiction (Malloy et al., 2017; Senn, 2012). Nonfiction
texts not only provide motivation for boys but also provide both boys and girls with exposure
to academic vocabulary that can help them in other content areas (Sanacore & Palumbo,
2010, p. 180). By providing shorter reading texts such as magazines, newspaper articles, and
online articles, students are provided with smaller reading experiences that provide an
immediate accomplishment and “do not demand prolonged attention” (Senn, 2012). Small
successes like this motivate students to read more. Educators, then, must respond positively
to boys’ interests and provide resources that are appealing to them if they are to motivate
them to read.
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Many scholars also stress the importance of matching students’ book interests to
reading levels to ensure student engagement and continued reading success. Williams (2014)
noted that teachers must make sure that students are reading books at the correct reading
level or motivation could be hindered. Kim et al. (2016) also noted that “text accessibility,
defined as text that is well matched with students’ current reading abilities, also affect
reading engagement” (p. 360).
A common method of leveling books is the Lexile Scale. Lexile scores are based on a
mathematical algorithm of syntactic measures (number of words per sentence) and semantic
measures (vocabulary, word familiarity, or number of syllables per word) (Heibert, 2010).
Even with these algorithms, themes and topics are not leveled. For example, the story Of
Mice and Men by John Steinbeck, a story commonly read in high-school English literature
classes, has a Lexile score of 630L. If a teacher used the Lexile leveling system alone, then
one could assign this book, containing more mature topics, to a second or third grader. The
student might be able to read the words but would not necessarily comprehend the concepts
detailed in the text.
Halladay and Moses (2013) suggested using quantitative measures as a starting point
to match texts and students but then going further and looking at other text features that will
challenge and motivate students. Similarly, VanTassel-Baska and Hubbard (2016) stressed
that using diagnostic tests and subsequent reading levels as a starting point is especially
important when selecting texts for the rural gifted child. Shin and Krashen (2008) suggested
“lighter reading” when in doubt. Lighter reading pertains to easier, more fun reading. It helps
readers develop vocabulary, grammar, and an understanding of how stories or texts are
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constructed. If students are to read more, they must have the desire and the ability to do so
successfully. Lighter reading, then, “serves as a conduit to heavier reading” (p. 35).
Researchers Kim et al. (2017) investigated the use of a summer reading program that
utilized a computer algorithm for assigning student texts and compared that to an adapted
group, where teachers chose books not solely based on text levels but by what was known
about the students’ interests. They discovered that the teacher-selected texts were better
matched to students’ interests and reading levels, and the students in that group read more.
The growth was so great that it had the potential to offset the achievement gap for those
students. Teacher input was beneficial in the selection of students’ books when they did not
rely on computer-generated assessment leveling numbers alone to match students with texts.
This is congruent with what O’Brien and Dillon (2014) and Compton-Lily, Caloia,
Quast, and McCann (2016) suggested in regard to text accessibility. They stated that not only
is text accessibility the reading level of the book matched with the reader, but it is also
interest and motivation to read that make a text accessible. Readability formulas and levels
only provide an estimate of a text’s difficulty. For that reason, teachers must also look
beyond levels and “examine the complexity of themes and style, and texts should be
considered relative to the strengths and needs of the students who will be reading them and to
the contexts in which they will be used” (Heibert, 2010, p. 40).
Other researchers highlight the use of bounded book choice (Gambrell, 2011;
Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010). In bounded book choice, a teacher selects four to five books at a
student’s reading level, and then lets the student choose the book that he/she will read. This is
referred to as a bounded choice because the student still has a choice, but the choices were
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predetermined by the teacher. Halladay and Moses (2013) similarly noted that giving students
“some degree of choice in the texts they read” (pg. 36) can be motivating for the students.
If a teacher wants to know what kinds of books are of interest to students, then they
must ask their students. Interest questionnaires or inventories help teachers make decisions
about small-group texts and read-alouds. Individual reading conferences also “provide
specific and meaningful information from which to match specific readers with specific texts
on topics of interest to them” (Springer et al., 2017, p. 45).
Middle school readers, especially those who struggle with learning, need teachers and
administrators to create learning environments that encourage student success. They must
provide students with “an enjoyable and enriching learning atmosphere that helps students
improve vocabulary, develop reading fluency, read for pleasure, and engage in related
sharing” (Palumbo & Sanacore, 2009, p. 279). They must also “promote strong
communication skills, while facilitating literacy achievement” (Turner & Danridge, 2014, p.
215). When this is accomplished, students can thrive as readers, students, and active citizens
in society.
Summer Literacy Programming
As students transition from elementary school to secondary school, there is an
expectation that students can read well. For students who have struggled to read in the
elementary grades, the literacy challenges are magnified with the increased demands for
content learning. Rennie (2016) suggested that educators need to reconnect students with
reading. This is done by building student confidence through programming that recognizes
their individual interests and experiences. Literacy instruction focuses on student interest and
their knowledge base.
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Instruction must also incorporate explicit instruction and relevant tasks that
incorporate those new skills. Moehlman (2013) noted that “students need explicit instruction
and repeated practice with the strategies they are expected to use before they are truly ready
to conquer difficult text on their own” (p. 73). A skills-only approach is not effective for
literacy growth. Explicit instruction should be used to introduce content but more studentcentered and directed tasks should be utilized to interact with and process the content.
Teachers must embed skills instruction into creative, thought-provoking, engaging, and
authentic tasks in order for students to recognize the value of reading skills (Kim et al., 2017;
Moje, 2015; Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010). “For adolescents, behavioral engagement is likely
to lead to greater reading competence if students are not merely reading but also participating
in literacy activities that contribute to better understandings of text” (Kim et al., 2017, p.
361).
The quality of instruction does not necessarily mean the quantity of skills taught
(Allington, 2013). As Kim et al. (2017) noted, it is not explicit skills alone that help readers
boost reading competency. Instruction must “embed basic skills work in more cognitively
challenging and engaging literacy activities” (Kim et al., 2017, p. 358). This is achieved
when teachers demonstrate explicit reading strategies, explain those strategies, and then guide
students to use those strategies while reading authentic texts. Duke, Cervetti, and Wise (2017)
suggested brisk, focused mini-lessons, where the teacher models skills or strategies. The
strategies or skills modeled are for students who need additional support based on the
teacher’s observations during conferences during independent reading. The teacher scaffolds
the learning for the students’ newly developing skills so that they can start using the strategy
as they gain the ability to use it independently. In their study of strategic reading instruction
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for middle school readers, Manset-Williamson and Nelson (2005) found that when more
explicit comprehension strategies were used for instruction, the higher the likelihood that
students would make significant gains in reading comprehension.
Dotson and Foley (2016) suggested maintaining high standards and expectations for
struggling middle school readers. This can be achieved with opportunities to apply newly
acquired skills in interesting, engaging, and challenging texts. In a study of sixth grade
engagement, Parsons, S. et al. (2018b) found that all students at all levels were more
cognitively engaged in tasks that had some degree of teacher-support and also had some
opportunities for student direction. The structure and guidance in these tasks supported
cognitive effort and increased affective engagement in tasks where “new learning was an
outcome or where there was teacher support for task-inherent challenges” (p. 242).
Palumbo and Sanacore (2009) emphasized that students who have struggled in school
need teachers and administrators who will create a positive and motivating learning
environment. They stated that “teachers should provide an enjoyable atmosphere that helps
students improve vocabulary, develop reading fluency, read for pleasure, and engage in
related sharing” (p. 279). The instruction and learning activities, then, must be motivating
and relevant to the students.
Silent sustained reading, with conferencing. There are many suggestions for
creating an effective and engaging adolescent literacy program. Of those suggestions, the
most common ones are the incorporation of sustained silent reading, vocabulary and word
work, teacher read aloud, writing, novel studies/student discussions, and collaborative work
such as readers’ theater. All of these activities are meant to increase motivation with the use
of student choice and engagement.
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Independent or sustained silent reading (SSR) is the practice of providing time for
independent reading, and many researchers note that it should be an integral component of a
literacy program (Shin & Krashen, 2008; Williams, 2014). The time set aside for reading
creates structured time for readers that may not otherwise have that quiet period in the day.
This independent reading time is critical for the development of adolescent literacy growth
(Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010; Thomas, 2015). “Middle schools can demonstrate their
commitment to reading through …providing time every day for students to read” (Daniels et
al., 2011, p. 12).
Teachers must provide ample opportunities for students to read (Sanacore &
Palumbo, 2010; Williams, 2014). “At the very least, students need time to engage in actual
reading and become immersed in a variety of texts, to have access to balanced classroom
libraries…and to learn word meanings from meaningful contexts, especially wide and varied
reading” (Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010, p. 184). Instead of focusing on isolated strategies or
skills deficits, teachers need to embed those strategies into meaningful reading opportunities
(Gambrell, 2011). “If we want to foster reading development, then we must design lessons
that provide opportunities for struggling readers to actually read” (Allington, 2013, p. 526).
Independent reading is critical, especially for middle grade students (Thomas, 2015).
Shin and Krashen (2008) argued that it is not the skills instruction that is paramount,
rather it is the opportunity for sustained silent reading. Large increments of silent reading,
where the students read texts that are highly interesting, will promote reading success
(Gambrell, 2011). The reading time, however, should be supplemented with brief teacher
conferencing to check on the progress of the students’ reading. Little et al. (2014) also noted
that “considerable amounts of instruction time in reading could be replaced with independent
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reading with individualized support” (p. 399). In their study, students read self-selected texts
independently and then met with the teacher for individual reading conferences to discuss the
text. This talking opportunity also benefitted the students’ reading growth. Motivation and
engagement occur when students are engaged in meaningful texts and opportunities to
discuss their learning. Sanacore and Palumbo (2010) agreed that teachers should encourage
their students to discuss their reading experiences in both individual and small-group
conferences.
According to the study of Faggella-Luby and Wardwell (2011) students also need
explicit instruction to aid in the reading comprehension that occurs during sustained silent
reading. Mini student-teacher conferences during SSR can address comprehension strategies
for students’ reading success (Duke et al., 2017). Teachers can help them decode words,
activate prior knowledge, generate questions, take notes, use graphic organizers, identify the
text structure, and summarize what was read (Marchand-Martella et al., 2013).
Brief conferences, of five (Lowe, 2017) to ten minutes (Shin & Krashen, 2008), can
address reading skills and strategies needed for growth. Teachers discuss the text with the
student as he/she reads aloud, monitor comprehension strategies, and provide individual
word attack skills. This conferencing time provides students with individualized feedback
that addresses their reading habits and needs.
Conferencing provides specific information on both the skills on which students are
currently working, and those they can tackle next. For example, if a student is demonstrating
mastery in identifying the story plot, then the student can be guided to describe how the plot
affects the characters in the story. The teacher monitors students’ reading skills and provides
immediate fix-up strategies to develop understanding. Talk is conversational rather than
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interrogational, and discussions are individualized based on the student and his/her text.
Teachers are also consistent about recording notes from discussions in order to track
progress. Reading conferencing provides the individual attention necessary for each student
to experience success on his/her reading journey.
Word attack and vocabulary instruction. The Institute of Education Services
(2008) and researchers Hawkins, Hale, Sheeley, and Ling (2011) recognized research that
asserts that there is a strong relationship between vocabulary and reading comprehension.
Vocabulary knowledge can increase sight-word ability, reading fluency, reading
comprehension, and can enhance thinking and communication (Bromley, 2014; Palumbo &
Sanacore, 2009). “Because many students from low-income families come to school with
impoverished academic vocabulary, effective teachers help these students connect
vocabulary skills and word study strategies to books” (Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010, p. 182).
Building word and background knowledge, through pre-reading exercises, benefit students
who may not come to school with a rich vocabulary or background to varied experiences.
Explicit word attack skills and vocabulary instruction can help in the comprehension
of texts for struggling readers. “Not only does specific vocabulary knowledge make content
learning easier, but increased vocabulary competence also makes future learning easier”
(Palumbo & Sanacore, 2009, p. 277). According to Marchand-Martella et al. (2013),
“decoding multipart or multisyllabic words is critical to success in reading content-area and
narrative text in middle and high school” (p. 168).
The study of irregular words and the identification of prefixes, suffixes, and roots,
and how to decode them in unfamiliar words is also important. For example, learning
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common Greek and Latin roots helps students to unlock the meanings of hundreds of
additional words. Bromley (2014) noted that:
Students can infer meanings of 60% of the multisyllabic words they meet by analyzing
word parts. So knowing the meaning of a prefix, suffix, or root word makes it easier to
figure out the meanings of other words that contain those roots. (p. 130)
When it comes to teaching vocabulary and getting it to stick with students, one
instructional strategy is using pictures to remember words. Fernandes, Wammes, and Meade
(2018), suggested utilizing drawings to facilitate vocabulary and content. Students’ drawings
require a higher level of understanding in order to transform the mental picture into a
physical drawing. They state that “to transfer a word into a drawn visual representation, one
must elaborate on its meaning and semantic features, engage in the actual hand movements
needed for drawing (motor action), and visually inspect one’s created picture (pictorial
processing)” (p. 304). The process of creating representations of the words helps the students
understand and recall the word later.
Teacher read-aloud. The teacher read-aloud, an activity when teachers read stories
or texts aloud to the students, is another important element of literacy instruction that benefits
all students. Though commonly used in the early grades, the teacher read-aloud is frequently
overlooked for adolescent learners. Teacher read-alouds provide a model of fluent reading
and help the listener to build background, develop comprehension, and learn language
conventions, textual elements, vocabulary, fluent reading, and pronunciation. They help
students connect emotionally to the text while exposing students to reading material beyond
their independent reading level.

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

50

For students who are unable to read or relate to a text independently, the “teacher
read- aloud eliminates cognitive struggle and allows the listener to concentrate on meaning,
which in turn affects reactions and comprehension during the reading task” (Hurst & Griffity,
2015, p. 33). Other benefits include student motivation, engagement, increased positive
attitudes toward reading, and fluency modeling. Wadsworth (2008) stressed that teacher
read-alouds remove the “pressure of achievement and the fear of failure, allowing the
freedom to wonder, question, and enjoy material beyond their reading abilities (para. 3).
Despite the benefits to middle school readers, Ariail and Albright (2006) concluded from
their study of middle-school teacher read-alouds, that the frequency of teacher read-alouds
diminishes as students progress through the middle grades.
The teacher read-aloud is not to be mistaken for reading directions, announcements,
worksheets, or textbook tasks. Ariail and Albright (2006) distinguished teacher read-alouds
as “the teacher reading aloud texts such as fiction and nonfictional literature, poetry,
magazines, newspapers, etc. to students” (p. 73). Additionally, teacher read-aloud time
should not be viewed as a passive activity. Marchessault and Larwin (2013) emphasized that
“teachers must employ questioning techniques within the read-aloud to ensure that students
are paying attention and comprehension questions are correctly answered…students should
be active participants in the text and learning-to-read process” (p. 242). Teacher read-alouds
are purposeful.
Teacher read-aloud time can increase interest in books, give students exposure to
varying texts, and drawing students’ attention to the grammar and vocabulary of stories.
Hinds (2015) stated that “reading aloud can advance teens’ listening and literacy skills by
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piquing their interest in new and/or rigorous material” (para. 3). When teachers allow
students to choose which book is read aloud, they are also very empowered and motivated.
The teacher read-aloud model demonstrates fluency skills and aids in both vocabulary
acquisition and the comprehension of texts. Expanding teacher read-alouds to include
expository, descriptive, and poetic texts “increases students’ opportunities to read in these
areas and build their knowledge base” (Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010, p. 181). Teacher readalouds also afford students the opportunity to experience the printed word without a related
assignment. As Hinds (2015) noted, “the older the students, the more work they are asked to
do around reading” (para. 5). Teacher read-alouds reduce the amount of reading work while
emphasizing positive reading behaviors and the pleasures of reading.
Small-group shared reading. In addition to teacher read-alouds, students can read
aloud to each other in small-group novel studies, literature circles, or book clubs, and engage
in discussions about the texts. In this structure, small groups of students read the same book,
ask questions, and discuss the story together (Almus & Dogan, 2016). Students meet
regularly during class time to discuss the text through “natural discussions about topics they
generate themselves” (Herrara & Kidwell, 2018, p. 18). The flexibility of literature circles
encourages diverse reading materials, academic grouping based on literacy skills, and
opportunities to model multicultural reading practices. Literature circles empower students as
they choose both the text and the direction of the discussions.
Interest in the text is more important than the readability level of the text. Like guided
reading, “in the middle grades, the focus need not be so tightly held to a particular text level”
(Morgan et al., 2013, p. 17). Certo et al. (2010) stressed that students of all ages and reading
abilities can participate in these literature circles. Fisher and Frey (2014) and Marchand-
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Martella et al. (2013) also noted that struggling readers have more opportunities to respond to
texts when they can collaborate with peers. Literature circles provide that discussion and
collaborative work time.
Providing opportunities for students to discuss their reading is also important for
vocabulary, comprehension, and reading growth. Fisher and Frey (2018), Kim et al. (2016),
Palumbo and Sanacore (2009) acknowledged the importance of engaging students in
discussions where they share their interpretations of the texts. They stated that reading
programs need to “engage adolescent readers in reasoning about text as part of curricular
activities, including regular opportunities to monitor comprehension during reading, integrate
diverse perspectives, and form summaries and inferences” (Kim et al., 2016, p. 375).
Researchers also noted that small-group discussions encourage students to monitor their own
reading comprehension (Certo et al., 2010; Weiss, 2013). These interactions and discussions
allow students to access prior knowledge and incorporate that knowledge with critical
thinking skills and challenging literacy tasks, all of which lead to deeper comprehension of
the text (Cantrell et al., 2014; Marinak et al., 2010).
In novel studies, students have a choice in the novel group in which they participate,
they determine the reading assignment, and the students are in control of the discussion
(Marinak, 2013). It is also through these discussions that students experience alternative
ways of thinking about the literature that helps them with independent reading (Institute of
Education Services, 2008). Text-based discussions also allow students to extend their
learning of concepts and vocabulary. Students who may lack the confidence to participate in
whole-class discussions may find the small-group conversations less intimidating and more
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motivating. This is especially important for English learners, who need a safe environment to
practice their English and make mistakes without criticism (Olson et al., 2015).
Small-group learning creates an environment that promotes communication and
collaboration. Choice, relevancy, and stimulating interactions motivate students to engage in
the activities and attend to literacy learning. In order to ensure that all students are fully
participating, Herrara and Kidwell (2018) suggested assigning specific roles as they read and
discuss their texts. For developing readers, the roles provide specific focus for the literacy
meeting of the day. As students become more self-directed and proficient with literature
circles, they should rotate roles. These roles include the following: project manager
(coordinate responsibilities, mediate conflicts), trend-spotter (use technology to connect
information to the text), bias detector (critically question perspectives of the text), graphic
designer (use technology to develop nonlinguistic interpretations of text), Tweeter (prepare
140-character synopsis, using hashtags to make additional connections), and investigative
journalist (checks the facts) (Herrara & Kidwell, 2018, p. 17). This type of activity, with
student roles and active participation, stimulate what Turner and Danridge (2014) described
as the classroom environment that students need. They must “be designed in ways that
promote strong communication skills, while also promoting literacy achievement” (p. 215).
As students become proficient using the assigned roles, they gradually assume and rotate
roles independently.
Writing. Writing tasks are also essential to any literacy program, especially in the
summer months. Mokhtari and Velten (2015) emphasized that in order to maintain academic
growth gained in the school year, students must be provided with opportunities to both read
and write in the summer months. Graham and Heber (as cited in Lee & Schallert, 2015)

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

54

stressed that writing instruction has a positive effect on reading outcomes. However, as
Olson et al. (2015) noted, struggling writers and English learners, those who might benefit
the most from writing practice, often have limited opportunities to engage in authentic
writing tasks.
Writing is a way of “clarifying and stimulating thinking” (Shin & Krashen, 2008, p. 6).
It is also a way of making meaning. While some writing instruction should be explicit (Olson
et al., 2015), it should not be dominated by controlled composition, grammar, and mechanics.
Mechanics results in more effective communication, but the content or message of the writing
should take precedence. In order to achieve meaning-making, instruction must shift away from
skills and move toward social purposes. Ultimately, students should have a minimum of 20
minutes of daily, free writing time. This time should be free from interruptions and the topics
of writing should be chosen by the students themselves (Lowe, 2017).
Writing instruction also needs to be asset-based, connecting writing tasks to students’
lives and building on their funds of knowledge, or knowledge base (Behizadeh, 2014; Olson
et al., 2015). Authentic writing tasks can take many forms. Note taking, reflections, or
summarization (Marchand-Martella et al., 2013) are more traditional methods of writing. In
preparation for a book discussion, students can also respond in journals or jot down questions
ahead of time (Certo et al., 2010). Writing tasks can be brief or more detailed, depending on
the end goal. Some examples include the creation of posters, journal writing, letters,
presentations, student newspapers, websites, and online blogs. When writing tasks are
authentic and have an intended audience, student engagement and motivation increase. They
also encourage self- regulation for middle school students, an important skill as they prepare
to move on to high school (Hodges & McTigue, 2014).
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Writing tasks may also engage students in collaboration. Inquiry-based projects,
where students generate questions about a topic and then research it, and hands-on projects,
where students construct meaning by creating a physical project, help to create connections
and make reading relevant for students (Almus & Dogan, 2016; Springer et al., 2017;
VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016). The research process also encourages opportunities for
students to verify and validate information while working collaboratively with others
(Hodges & McTigue, 2014). Activities that include communication and interactions between
students and teachers are essential (Fisher & Frey, 2014; Marchand-Martella et al., 2013;
Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010).
Readers’ theater. Readers’ theater is a collaborative activity that allows students to
experience all aspects of literacy, to combine listening, speaking, reading, writing, and
visualizing. It “integrates literacy skills by encouraging interactive responses, helping
increase fluency, building vocabulary, and bringing students’ feelings and intellect together”
(Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010, p. 183). Cooperative learning teaches students to collaborate,
communicate effectively, cooperate, compromise, and take individual responsibility.
Cooperative learning also provides students “the opportunity to teach and learn from each
other in unexpected ways” (McGlynn & Kelly, 2018, p. 26). It provides students with choices
and encourages problem-solving. In addition, collaborative group work increases students’
success and improves self-esteem (Marchand-Martella et al., 2013). Young, Stokes, and
Rasinski (2017) stressed that readers’ theater increases students’ motivation and confidence,
“mostly because students rehearse to the point of proficiency, stand alongside their peers, and
read aloud with confidence and competence” (p. 351).
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Readers’ theater can incorporate many genres including curriculum-based texts.
While both are performance activities, curriculum-based readers’ theater “connects directly
with curriculum topics, content knowledge, and standards of learning” (Palumbo & Sanacore,
2009, p. 277). In both types of readers’ theater, students read aloud from texts that interest
them.
Young et al. (2017) suggested a five-day model of implementing readers’ theater. On
the first day, the teacher reads the text aloud while the students listen. In this manner, the
teacher models fluent and expressive reading. It also increases student comprehension of the
text. On the second day, students choose their text/script and read aloud chorally (read in
unison as a group). On the third day, students work in their small groups to assign roles and
practice parts. The practice rehearsal is on the fourth day, and a final performance, in front of
an audience, is completed on the fifth day. Each day, the teacher guides discussions of the
texts and students identify important vocabulary words that need extra attention or emphasis.
Teachers may use specific readers’ theatre texts, or have the students write their own
readers’ theater script, using their stories. Students work collaboratively in small groups to
write the script, designate the speaking roles, and make decisions about the performance of
the text.
Haag (2018) suggested using picture books, even for older students, to create readers’
theater scripts. The teacher first reads the story and then the students work collaboratively to
create a story map, highlighting essential events in the story. They then write the script, select
roles, practice, and then perform for an audience.
Jiménez, Roberts, Brugar, Meyer, and Waito (2017) recommended using graphic
novels for readers’ theater. Students use the visual cues from the text to direct the play. For
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example, the speech bubbles signal speaking parts, and the illustrations emphasize the
expression and voice required to accurately perform the play. Palumbo and Sanacore (2009)
noted that middle school students who have struggled with literacy activities can experience
success with readers’ theater and curriculum-based readers’ theater.
Wide variety of texts. Reading instruction must expose students to a wide variety of
texts. Sanacore and Palumbo (2010) stressed that “students who are immersed in wide and
varied reading have a meaningful context not only for developing a lifetime reading habit,
but also for learning vocabulary, grammar, comprehension, and other literacy skills (p. 180).
Similarly, Reutzel and Hollingsworth (as cited in Palumbo & Sanacore, 2009), asserted that
the “wide reading of different texts gives readers the chance to internalize the organization of
different genre and text structures and exposes them to richer vocabulary than
comprehension-skills lessons permit (p. 278).
Literacy instruction need not be limited solely to traditional books or textbooks.
Graphic novels and comic books, for example, infuse literacy skills in the book design and
non-text features (Smith & Pole, 2018). The variety of narrative boxes, lettering change, and
white space in-between panels (causing the reader to infer happenings) increase text
complexity and “the demand of readers” (p. 170). The illustrations, words, and sequential
patterns also make reading accessible for struggling or reluctant readers.
Teachers are encouraged to incorporate the use of print in various forms, such as
newspapers, magazines, flyers, and brochures. Online texts are equally as important, with
online articles, blogs, and website information. These ‘new literacies’ and 21st-century
technologies are necessary to prepare students for college and careers. Gambrell, Malloy,
Marinak, and Mazzoni (2015) emphasized that “web content including art, music, scripts,
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podcasts, and video are text sources that should complement and extend more traditional
forms of print” (p. 25).
Multimodal texts convey information in a variety of forms, not just through words.
Multimodal texts feature any combination of five modes, linguistic (words), visual (photos,
drawings, graphics), auditory (listening), spatial (layout), and gestural (body movement).
These modes work together to create meaning for the reader. Lenters (2018) noted that:
As students read and compose multimodal texts such as graphic novels, films,
cartoons, and websites, they learn to work in sophisticated ways with multiple
resources for meaning making…they learn about different ways information and story
may be conveyed for different audiences, and they have the opportunity to critically
engage with important topics. (p. 645)
Integrating multimodal texts into literacy instruction provides a variety or reading
opportunities that utilize multiple modalities for readers.
Transportation
For students to experience success with summer learning programs, they must
actually attend the summer program. The National Association of State Boards of Education
(NASBE, 2013) highlighted the research of students who attended summer learning
programs less than 39 percent of the time, experiencing no more learning success than
students who did not attend at all. It demonstrated that for learning to take place, students
must actively participate in the program. “Students must first actually attend summer learning
programs if they are to gain any benefit from instruction and/or participation” (NASBE,
2013, para. 7). The NASBE then suggested that students and parents are partially responsible
for the success of summer learning.
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Martorell et al. (2016) asserted that summer school incentives can increase summer
school attendance, which “could improve the effectiveness of summer school” (p. 114). They
also agreed that targeting parents with incentives could increase the rate of student
attendance. In their study, increased parent incentives, combined with student incentives
improved summer school attendance in the latter part of the session (when attendance
typically declined).
For many families, summer school programming is not accessible to the students
because of parents’ work schedules and/or lack of transportation to school. Students in rural
areas often face challenges attending summer learning programs. The NASBE (2013)
highlighted the practice of encouraging summer attendance with transportation. Providing
transportation to and from school eliminates a barrier for students and families while
encouraging summer program attendance.
Book Access
A lack of summer reading engagement is one significant contributing factor in
summer reading setback. Economically disadvantaged students have limited, if any, access to
a variety and quantity of books (Allington et al., 2010; Krashen, 2016; Little et al., 2014;
McGill-Franzen et al., 2016; Shin & Krashen, 2008). Geographic isolation is another factor
that limits book access as public libraries are far more distant for rural students than for
students in urban and suburban areas (Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2015). This is especially true in
the summer months when school libraries are closed and city libraries are at a significant
distance.
Allington et al. (2010) conducted a three-year study to determine the effects of
summer book distribution on students from low-income households. In order to combat the
lack of books in low-income homes, the researchers mailed books to the students. The results
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found that those students that received summer books “had significantly higher reading
achievement…the reading gains of students from the most economically disadvantaged
families in the study were found to be larger” (Allington et al., 2010, p. 422). Not only did
the researchers provide easy access to students by mailing texts to them, they also allowed
students to select their own texts. Other researchers experienced similar results when they
provided students with books (Guryan et al., 2016; Leefat, 2015).
McGill-Franzen et al. (2016) stated that the students that benefit the most from free
book distribution are children from the poorest households. Connecting students with books
is essential for rural, low SES students. Tichnor-Wagner et al. (2015) stressed that schools
are “an important avenue” to ensure that rural families are connected to books (p. 17).
Similarly, Shin and Krashen (2008) emphasized that the “first priority in any literacy
campaign is making sure that children have access to books” (p. 15). For students to read and
practice reading skills, books must be readily available.
Nutrition
In addition, many children face nutritional challenges, or miss meals entirely in the
summer months (McQuade, 2015). Providing breakfast and lunch at summer school is one
way to provide nourishment for students. These meals also help to reduce food expenses at
home.
Student populations at Eau Claire Area School District, particularly students with
special needs, English learners, and students from low-socioeconomic families, were
experiencing learning losses when school was out of session. In a concentrated effort to
support families and eliminate barriers to education, the school district implemented a plan to
provide both transportation and meals for summer school students. In doing so, the summer

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

61

school attendance increased nearly 20 percent from 2016 to 2017 (District Administration,
2018).
Incentives
Incentives have been used to increase summer school reading. Guryan et al. (2016)
and Marinak et al. (2010) stressed that for reading incentives to be effective, they must be
proximal to reading. For example, if a student completes a book, an appropriate reward
would be a new book. Bookmarks and extra free-choice reading time are other examples of
reading incentives. Kim et al. (2017) used summer nudges as incentives for students to read
their texts at home during summer months. Nudges included postcard reminders, texts,
and/or phone calls from staff and/or teachers, to provide tips and to remind students and
parents about the importance of reading.
Incentives have also been used in studies to increase student participation and
attendance. During the school year, incentives have been used with mixed results. Balu and
Ehrlich (2018) suggested that when using incentives to increase student attendance, they
must target the correct person, be matched to the level of need, and delivered to the target
behavior or milestone as quickly as possible. “There also needs to be a clear link between the
behavior and reward or recognition” (p. 101). The expected behaviors or outcomes and the
resulting incentive must be clearly articulated. Calderón, Slavin, and Sánchez (2011) noted
that attendance awards can actually build positive relationships between home and school.
Incentives are also used during the summer “because research has shown that summer
school improves student achievement but poor attendance hampers its effectiveness”
(Martorell et al., 2016, p. 124). These researchers provided both student and parent
incentives. Student incentives included small prizes and goody bags on Fridays for perfect
weekly attendance, while parent incentives included gas and grocery gift cards. Results from
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their experiment demonstrated that student incentives increased student attendance by 9%
while the combination of student and parent incentives increased student attendance by more
than 60%.
Almus and Dogan (2016) also evaluated the effect of incentives on summer school
attendance. They found that the incentives were very effective. Students in the study
acknowledged monetary credit for extra-curricular activities in the next school year; free
shirts and field trips were motivating factors. Field trips were the most popular activity and
PE activities were their favorite (no-cost) incentive.
In terms of summer reading, specific teacher praise can be more motivating than
tangible prizes (Gambrell, 2011) while unwarranted praise or unrelated prizes will have the
opposite effect on reading. Gambrell (2011) and Shin and Krashen (2008) asserted that
incentives have a negative effect on reading motivation. They believed that students are
motivated to read by access to interesting books. Guryan et al. (2016) also observed that
reading incentives primarily increased reading for already intrinsically motivated students.
Students who were not already motivated to read did not respond well to reading incentives.
Even without incentives, McEachin et al. (2018) site research that asserts that it is not
necessary to boast fun and fluff to increase attendance. In fact, schools that had the highest
attendance “ran the most ‘school-like’ program, with the most explicit instruction” (p. 11).
With that idea in mind, summer school need not be field-trip or incentive laden. It is the
engaging summer school programming that should motivate students to participate.
Other Factors for Success
Many researchers have attempted to identify other unique factors that could improve
student reading success. Pascoe and Wyatt-Smith (2013) and Ray, Fisher, and Fisher-Maltese
(2016) both evaluated the effects of a school garden on literacy improvements. The
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underlying thought was the hands-on engagement of a school garden would make the
literature more accessible for students. The engagement would then increase student literacy
growth. Neither study was able to produce evidence that a school garden would improve
literacy growth and test scores. Pascoe and Wyatt-Smith (2013) noted that students were
more engaged in the curriculum, but a school garden alone would not improve reading
achievement. It is the quality instruction that produces positive results.
The reading environment is important. Trelease and Krashen (1996) suggested that
teachers can motivate readers by encouraging drinking and eating along with reading, just as
book superstores do. When teachers provide students with space and autonomy while
creating a relaxing reading environment, students are more likely to engage in reading.
Trelease and Krashen (1996) stated “the average and reluctant readers…need to be enticed”
(p. 27). The creative reading engagement encourages student reading success.
Parent involvement is another aspect to consider when developing summer school
programming, as it is critical to the success of any educational program. Parental
involvement in children’s reading education holds great importance for literacy outcomes in
the middle school years (Reglin, Cameron, & Losike-Sedimo, 2012). Almus and Dogan
(2016) noted from their study that “parental involvement and appropriate and timely
communication with parents prior to the start of the summer school has a positive impact on
the participation rates of students” (p. 12). Schools must connect with both students and their
parents.
The student-home communication is another essential factor for the success of
English learners (Rubinstein-Avila & Leckie, 2014). Communication can take many forms
such as letters mailed home about the program, phone calls, texts, and emails to update
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parents; any positive communication will increase parent involvement. This communication
should continue throughout the summer months.
Assessment
Fletcher (2014) noted that effective reading teachers assess and monitor students’
reading practices in order to identify each individual student’s needs. They then used that
data to scaffold learning and provide opportunities for reading growth. There are many
methods of assessing students’ literacy growth. Some simple formative assessments include
checklists, exit tickets, or reading conferences. Checklists are teacher-generated lists of skills
that a teacher uses to quickly mark students’ demonstration of mastery. Exit tickets are quick
assessments that respond to a question or two orally or in writing. As a formative assessment,
the purpose of an exit ticket is to monitor students’ understanding or mastery of a topic for
that day (Marzano, 2012). Reading conferences are brief, five to ten-minute student-teacher
conferences when the student shares his/her learning with the teacher. They discuss literature
and reading strategies together, and the feedback is specific to the student’s needs. These
conferences also give the teacher a quick snapshot of a student’s progress and are meant to
guide future instruction.
More formal, but also frequently used, means of summative assessment include
traditional paper/pencil or computerized quizzes or tests. All students are assessed on the
same skills and have the same questions. Results from the assessments highlight learning or
lack thereof. Summative assessments are not generally used to guide instruction as they are
given at the end of instructional units.
Standardized assessments, such as the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments
(MCA’s) demonstrate students’ mastery of grade-level state learning standards. Other
assessments, such as STAR Reading are assessments used for progress monitoring. STAR
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reading is a computerized adaptive test (CAT) “that was developed to provide periodic
assessment information to educators in response to reading instruction, with a focus on
examining growth over time” (Bulut & Cormier, 2018, p. 2). The objectives of STAR include
the following: assessing students’ reading comprehension, providing a norm-referenced
measure of a student’s reading performance, and providing data on individual students’
reading achievement during the school year.
The STAR assessment is a norm-referenced reading test that is also adaptive, so it
responds to the performance of each student (Topping, 2018, p. 180). If a student answers
questions correctly, the questions become more difficult. If the student answers questions
incorrectly, then the questions become easier.
Students answer questions pertaining to vocabulary-in-context, where they must use
their vocabulary knowledge to construct meaning from the sentence. Students also read
authentic text passages and answer questions based on the general understanding of the text.
When students have completed the assessment, results are immediately available for the
teacher so that instruction may be adapted to the students’ literacy needs.
The STAR assessment can be given on a regular basis (monthly, quarterly, etc.) or it
may also be given more frequently to help teachers monitor students’ progress (Bulut &
Cormier, 2018). Since the assessment can be given to individual students at any time,
teachers and interventionists may administer the test on a student-by-student basis. In the
study on progress monitoring with STAR Reading, Bulut and Cormier (2018) expressed that
relatively few data points are needed to show growth. However, “a longer progress
monitoring period is required at higher grade levels to obtain meaningful results for
instructional decision making” (p. 8). During the school year, they recommend at least one
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data point (assessment) every four weeks, over a 20-week period, for a total of five data
points.
Renaissance Learning, Inc. (2013) reported that the internal consistency reliability
estimate for STAR reading, for all grades combined, is .97. The reliability measures in grades
five through eight ranged from .93 to .94. The retest reliability estimate, for all grades, is .90,
and ranges from .78 to .83, for grades five through eight.
Validity results from alignment to state standards, including the Minnesota
Comprehensive Assessment (MCA) are derived from more than “400 concurrent and
predictive validity studies conducted for STAR Reading, involving a total of more than 1
million students” (Renaissance Learning, Inc., 2013, p. 23). The average correlation for
predictive validity, for grades five through eight ranged from .81 to .82. Concurrent and
external validity correlations, for grades five to eight, ranged from .70 to .75.
Focus Groups
Focus groups are one way to collect data on student perceptions of learning. “They
can be a particularly effective tool for capturing the beliefs and behaviors of adolescents”
(Hinojosa et al., 2014, p. 1912). While qualitative groups often include large numbers of
participants, smaller focus groups “optimize participant interaction” (Hanson, Craig, & Tong,
2017, p. 1504).
Adolescents are able to articulate their feelings and opinions, and this is important
because they may provide information that differs from their parents. Pawlowski, TjørnhøjThomsen, Schipperijn, and Troelsen (2014) used focus groups in their research because it
provided “an in- depth insight into children’s perceptions” (p. 4).
Hanson et al. (2017) noted that “focus groups harness the dynamics of group
interaction” (p. 1504). Students are encouraged to elaborate and clarify their answers, and
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this adds to the richness of their responses. It is recommended to conduct adolescent focus
groups that are stratified by gender in order to increase student comfort and honesty
(Hinojosa et al., 2014; Krol, Sixma, Meerdink, Wiersma, & Rademakers, 2013). In focus
groups, there are no right or wrong answers, and students “should feel that their opinions
matter and that their input is taken seriously” (Krol et al., 2013, p. 509). Focus groups
provide qualitative data that that is personal and unique to each participant.
English Learners
Individual reading time is particularly important for English learners, too. Krashen
(2016) pointed to his own research suggesting that “acquirers of English as a second
language can progress from the low intermediate level to advanced levels by reading…for
about an hour a day over three years” (p. 3). The student-teacher conferences during this time
provide the feedback and support needed to scaffold both language and literacy skills
acquisition.
Building vocabulary knowledge is also critical for multilingual learners. Recent years
have also seen a “renewed interest in teaching vocabulary among educators at all levels,
largely because of worrisome literacy among sixth to twelfth graders, English learners in
particular” (Calderón et al., 2011, p. 110). Vocabulary instruction is the base for language
acquisition and is necessary for the language growth and development of English learners.
Gaps in vocabulary must also be addressed for English learners so that
comprehension is improved (Carlisle et al., 2013, p. 1361). The instruction must involve deep
learning by constructing meaning through critical thinking and making connections. Simple
word-definition exercises are not effective (Carlisle et al., 2013). When students are able to
understand the words and are able to decode unfamiliar words, they can better understand the
text.
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Teacher read-alouds, when a teacher reads a text aloud to students, can reduce
cognitive struggle for students. Using pre-reading activities builds background knowledge
and confidence for readers. Calderón et al. (2011) noted the “for English learners, for whom
oral language proficiency plays an important role in acquiring reading skills, active
participation by children during teacher read-alouds contributes to vocabulary growth” (p.
111). Teachers can then guide vocabulary learning when reading aloud authentic texts.
Saunders, Goldenberg, and Marcelletti (2013) emphasized that English instruction for
multilingual learners must emphasize speaking and listening skills in addition to reading and
writing skills. The use of a teacher read-aloud provides the modeling and support needed for
student listening skills growth.
In addition, conversations and interactions are especially important for English
learners (Halladay & Moses, 2013; Olson et al., 2015) and students from minority
backgrounds. When these content-area literacy discussions are incorporated into the
instructional day, “classroom talk simultaneously fosters active engagement of students,
promotes language development, and facilitates the comprehension of content concepts”
(Rubinstein-Avila & Leckie, 2014, p. 27).
These conversations also allow students from minority backgrounds the opportunity
to enact literacy practices from their communities, validate those practices, and build upon
them (Herrara & Kidwell, 2018).
In terms of student grouping, Calderón et al. (2011) suggested that the most effective
cooperative learning groups for English learners are those in which students work together in
mixed-ability groups. However, VanTassel-Baska and Hubbard (2016) noted that “multi-age
grouping based on achievement levels rather than age provides a setting for challenging
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curriculum and instruction for advanced learners” (p. 290). Varying groups and novel studies
depend upon the needs and reading interests of the students.
According to Lee (2018), writing is the most challenging mode of communication for
English learners and, for many, is the last communication domain in which students develop
grade-level proficiency. In addition, writing in English poses a cultural challenge, as each
culture has its own way of expressing thoughts. For English learners, the goal of writing
tasks is to achieve meaning-making in a new language (Bunch & Willett, 2013). Lee (2018)
suggested using visuals when possible, modeling skills and processes, simplifying writing
tasks with templates and sentence frames, and providing prompt, verbal and written
constructive feedback.
Drama is another “effective tool for teachers working with English learners as it gives
students opportunities to use words as well as actions, gestures, and props to relay meaning”
(Haag, 2018, p. 115). Hands-on, interactive activities have also been identified as a way to
provide language-rich learning opportunities for students, especially English learners
(Goldenberg, 2013). The cooperative activities give English learners “regular opportunities to
discuss the content and to use the language of the school in a safe environment” (Calderón et
al., 2011, p. 113). Monobe, Bintz, and McTeer (2017) stressed that social interactions are
especially critical for English learners. Students who are isolated or not engaged often
display academic underperformance. The use of repeated readings in readers’ theater
develops confidence and motivation. They help English learners:
feel fearless, not fearful, when learning a second language such as English and feel
accepted, not marginalized, in the classroom. When ELs are accepted members of the
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classroom community, they contribute to, not retreat from, that community and
ultimately develop confidence and a sense of belonging. (Monobe et al., 2017, p. 350)
Middle School Students’ Success
Middle school readers need copious amounts of time engaged in meaningful reading
opportunities. “The immersion of learners in meaningful reading provides context for
learning, extending vocabulary, and building a foundation for curricular accomplishment
across the curriculum and through the grades” (Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010). The reading
opportunities that teachers create for their students greatly impact the success of their
students. Teachers’ efforts and quality instruction are pivotal to student growth as “school
conditions contribute more to SES differences in learning rates than family characteristics
do” (Aikens & Barbarin, as cited in American Psychological Association, 2017). This
suggests that positive and meaningful educational opportunities and experiences can reverse
or diminish the effects of risk factors for students in low socioeconomic families. Summer
school is an extra opportunity for teachers to positively impact middle school students.
Young people need opportunities to develop strong literacy skills to communicate
effectively, gain respect from peers and authority, participate in their communities in a
meaningful way, and fully contribute to society. Building literacy, therefore, goes far beyond
improving a child’s ability to read and write. It speaks to the larger societal issues of access
and equity. When students are literate, they can participate positively in their communities
and engage in and contribute to society in productive ways (Minnesota Department of
Education, 2011). If students have opportunities to succeed in valuable, but challenging
literacy experiences, they are “more likely to go on to be successful in adulthood when they
see themselves as able and authorized members of learning communities” (Brozo, 2010, p.
279).
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Teachers, administrators, and communities need to create meaningful opportunities
for students to engage in motivating texts all year, but especially in the summer months, so
that they will practice reading strategies and master reading skills. It is the skills mastery that
will reduce or eliminate the reading achievement gap and set students on a course to success
in reading, school, and life after high school. Carefully planned and motivating summer
school programs can reconnect students with reading and build their confidence as readers.
The confidence and success can lead to increased reading and literacy achievement. This
growth can reduce the achievement gap and give middle school students the boost they need
to excel in high school and adulthood.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The goal of this mixed-method sequential exploratory study was to create a summer
literacy program for middle school students that provided resources typically unavailable in
the summer months: transportation, nutrition, and book access. The purpose of this research
was to evaluate the effects that resulted from eliminating barriers to education (e.g., access to
educational programs, food insecurity, and books). The research also assessed the outcomes
of a literacy-focused program and variables that motivated reading and participation in the
summer learning program.
The Literacy Academy ran for four weeks in the middle of the summer in 2019 (midJuly to mid-August). Classes were conducted Monday through Thursday for four hours each
day. Each day included four 40-minutes classes, 20 minutes for each breakfast and lunch, and
25 minutes for outside recess.
Design of the Study
This research project used a mixed-methods sequential explanatory design to analyze
the effect of a summer literacy program on students’ reading outcomes and their motivation
to read. The study combined both quantitative and qualitative data to provide a voice to the
participants for whom the study was created to support. STAR reading scores were analyzed
to measure reading growth and questionnaire responses were analyzed to measure student
and parent perceptions of learning, motivation, and elements of the Literacy Academy.
All students received resources such as transportation, meals, books, and incentives
such as attendance prizes to attend the Literacy Academy. The resulting attendance data,
together with student focus groups and student/parent questionnaires, were analyzed to
determine if there was a relationship between resources, incentives, and summer school
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attendance. End of Summer Questionnaires (See Appendices D and E) included Likert-scale
questions and open-ended questions that provided information from both students and
parents. Their responses highlighted the impact of resources, attendance awards, and the
literacy-focused summer program. Answers from the questionnaires also provided additional
information, such as the number of students who participated in out-of-school summer
learning activities.
Two groups were created (Group A student-selected texts and Group B teacherselected texts) in order to determine the impact of book choice on reading engagement at
school. Students were grouped according to gender, grade level, and reading levels, when
possible, so that each group had an equal mix of each category. The study also explored the
impact that book choice has on students’ motivation to read at home. All students received
texts that they selected to read (from the end of the school year in May until the start of the
summer Literacy Academy in July) and books that were selected for them (to be read from
the end of the summer program to the beginning of the school year). Students were given
reading logs and asked to document if they read the books that were given to them.
The study had features from the time-series design. The non-participant control group
was assessed twice (May and September 2019), while the participant group took additional
STAR assessments at the beginning and conclusion of the summer Literacy Academy. This
was done to monitor the effectiveness of the four-week Literacy Academy. In all, those
students were assessed four times (May, July, August, and September). The results of the
July and August scores indicated if the Literacy Academy had a positive impact on students’
reading skills. The May and September scores from both the participants and nonparticipants indicated if the summer learning program (Literacy Academy with book
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distribution) had a positive impact on summer reading and learning in comparison to the
reading and learning from previous summers.
Additional quantitative elements included registration, attendance, questionnaires,
and the on-task reading observation checklist. Literacy Academy registration and daily
attendance information was collected. Likert-style questionnaire responses provided
information from students and parents about reading habits, reading motivation, and other
topics related to the Literacy Academy. The on-task reading observation checklist provided
quantitative data on students’ reading engagement.
The qualitative component of the mixed-methods study, the student focus groups,
highlighted the motivation of middle school readers. Students from the Literacy Academy
participated in student focus groups to discuss the elements of the summer program. Students
were asked to share their thoughts about the summer learning program as a whole, with its
resources, incentives, book distribution, and the literacy focus. The students led the
discussion but if there was a pause in talking, the researcher would prompt continued talking
with reference to elements of the study (e.g., prizes or book choice). The focus groups were
audio recorded and the conversations were transcribed. The transcriptions were then analyzed
for common topics and themes that contributed to the analysis of the summer Literacy
Academy. In addition, open-ended questionnaire responses from students and parents
provided information on students’ motivation to read, literacy outcomes, and perceptions of
the Literacy Academy program.
Strategies to Control Threats to Internal Validity
Once the pool of test subjects had been identified, a matching strategy was used to
formulate the two core literacy groups (Group A and Group B). Students were grouped first
according to reading levels, based on May STAR 2019 results, so that there was a variety of
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reading levels in each of the two groups. The levels were low (100-500), medium (501-700),
and high (above 700). From those levels, students were divided into the two groups so that
there was also an equal distribution of gender and grade level. There was no control over the
constitution of the additional non-participant group. That group was a convenience sample
comprised of parents willing to complete the End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix
F). Summer learning activities outside of the summer literacy program could have “results”
as an extraneous variable. For this reason, questions about additional summer reading and
learning activities were incorporated into the End of Summer Questionnaire. In this manner,
the variable was addressed into the design of the study.
Subject characteristics were addressed through matching. Mortality of reading could
have become a problem if student attendance declined. It was hoped that various incentives
would increase the initial summer attendance and maintain it throughout the four-week
program. Inquiries of student absences were conducted daily.
The location of the summer Literacy Academy was constant for the four-week
program. Since the research documented reading activity in the summer months, the book
distribution was used for students who did not have access to libraries or other book sources.
This somewhat addressed problems for location, because the students did not need to travel
for books. They were provided with books to read during the entire summer.
Data were collected from a standardized assessment, the STAR reading assessment.
This test was given regularly to the students during the school year, so they were accustomed
to the format of the assessment. The students were monitored while taking the assessments
and the scores were documented by the researcher. In this manner data collector
characteristics and data collector bias should not have posed a threat to the internal validity.
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Prior literacy knowledge was not essential for the purpose of this study. The study
evaluated growth of the student, not the background knowledge or reading level. Student
literacy growth from the end of the school year to the beginning of the next had no direct ties
to previous reading instruction history.
Maturation could have been a factor for middle school readers, but due to the
relatively short (three-month) period of research, it did not impact the results. However,
subject attitudes affected the outcomes of this study. For that reason, students were asked to
express their ideas, opinions, interests, and concerns through student focus groups and openended questionnaire responses.
A regression threat was certainly possible. Since the study was open to any middle
school student, there were low-scoring and/or high-scoring students. As Fraenkel, Wallen,
and Hyun (2015) noted, “the use of an equivalent control or comparison group handles this
threat” (p. 176). By distributing different reading levels equally in each group, the study was
designed to diminish a regression threat. In regard to an implementation threat, each teacher
taught his/her assigned classes to all four classes within each group so that the instruction
was the same for each group (See Table 3.1). Teachers were also assigned so that each group
had a mix of teachers with less teaching experience and teachers with more teaching
experience. Teachers were provided with training, and monitored for similar instruction, so
that all students received the same method of instruction.
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Table 3.1
Teacher Assignments for the Literacy Academy
Class

Group A

Group B

Readers’ Theater

Teacher 2

Teacher 7

Independent Reading

Teacher 6

Teacher 5

Small-Group Shared Reading

Teacher 8

Teacher 4

Teacher-Read Aloud with Writing

Teacher 1

Teacher 3

There were other factors that could have impacted the outcomes of this study. Factors
such as book access beyond the Literacy Academy, learning that took place outside of the
school setting, and situations affecting attendance that were beyond control of the student
(See Table 3.2) may have affected outcomes. The study did not attempt to suggest that the
program alone would improve literacy outcomes for students. Instead, the study attempted to
evaluate certain components of a literacy academy that could benefit students’ learning, just
as outside factors could also improve student learning.
Table 3.2
Extraneous Variables
Extraneous Variable
Access to books
outside of school

Addressed in Study
Some students will have access to books outside of school while
some will not. This study will evaluate the use of books provided to
the students during the summer months. Any additional reading
will be noted in post-study exit surveys given to parents of
participants and given to parents of non-participants.

Access to outside
It is impossible to control the learning activities that students attend
learning opportunities outside of school (camps, museum visits, trips, etc.). Those
activities will be noted in post-study exit surveys given to parents
of both participants and nonparticipants.
Attendance

While it not feasible to control or mandate summer school
attendance with the district’s current summer learning policy,
incentives will be given for students’ attendance in order to
maximize instructional time and minimize any variations in
instructional time.
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Setting

This study took place at a small, rural school in Minnesota, with the goal of
improving summer school participation, summer literacy programming, and students’
reading outputs during the summer months. The researcher facilitated the instructional
planning, incentives acquisition and distribution, book distribution, and the administration of
assessment instruments. The researcher also provided the training required for teachers to
implement the literacy classes with consistency.
The school district was comprised of two schools, an elementary school and a high
school, with each school located in a different town. The high school was located in a town
of roughly 800 people, and the elementary was located seven miles away in a town of
roughly 400 people. The high school (grades 7-12) had close to 300 students while the
elementary (grades K-6) had close to 400 students.
The student population at this district was primarily Caucasian. In the 2018-2019
school year, 8% of students in the fourth-grade, 7% of the fifth-grade, and 7% of the sixthgrade students were minorities. The minority categories reported were American Indian,
Asian, Hispanic, and multiple ethnicities.
The free and reduced lunch population (FRLP) at the high school was 30% and the
elementary FRLP was 36.5%. Individual grades vary on the FRLP percentages each year.
During the 2018-2019 school year, the fourth-grade FRLP was at 38.5%. The fifth-grade was
at 32%, the sixth-grade was at 31.4%, and the seventh-grade was at 37.3%.
The instructional calendar included 172 school days, from Labor Day until Memorial
Day. Students had a four-day Thanksgiving break, a ten-day winter break, and a four- day
spring break. Classes ran from 8:30 – 3:08 each day. Unless there were snow make-up days
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in June, the students were usually away from school during the entire months of June, July,
and August.
The size of each grade level also fluctuated each year from 43 to 72 students. The
district has established a cap of 24 students for the primary grades (K-3), while the upper
grades (4th and above) have a cap of 30 students. The primary classrooms (K-3) are kept
smaller in order to best provide the early literacy needs of the students to meet the district’s
goal of students reading proficiently by third grade.
Summer school programming for the research school was coordinated by an
educational cooperative with a larger school district, thirteen miles away. Small
programming details such as dates, times, daily schedule, and curriculum were controlled by
the research school. For example, summer school was typically conducted the last two weeks
of July and the first two weeks of August, and the schedule has always been 8:00 until 12:00,
Monday through Thursday. The lead summer school teacher at the research school usually
set the schedule.
Administrative details such as the teachers’ $28 per hour salary and filing student
paperwork were controlled by the cooperative office. In past years, the cooperative office
allowed one teacher for small groups with only two students in one grade level. Aside from
teachers’ salaries, money for extra resources was limited to $50 for the entire summer
program. The lead summer school teacher used that money to buy popsicles for students on
the last day of summer school in 2018. Items such as construction paper, photocopies, books,
and computers were used from the research school district. The cooperative office did not
provide any of those resources.
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Summer School: 2015-2018
Some of the motivation for this study resulted from observations of previous years’
summer school numbers and programming execution. The school’s summer participation
numbers were low, yet the students demonstrated a need for summer learning opportunities.
As a result, registration information was collected from 2015 to 2018 (See Table 3.3) in order
to implement changes to the programming, and then evaluate the resulting registration
numbers.
The study sought to evaluate reasons for low attendance and to generate actions that
would increase summer participation.
For coding purposes, the extended year services office enrolled summer school
students in the grade that they would attend in the fall. So, while the elementary building was
a K-6 building, it appeared that students in grades 1-7 attended summer school there.
Summer school at the high school was for grades 8-12, students who had completed grades
7-11.
Reasons for attending summer school also varied at each building. The elementary
summer school program was promoted as both an enrichment and catch-up program. The
high school program was punitive. If a student failed a course during the school year, he/she
was mandated to attend summer school and pass the course. In 2018, the high school summer
school program was completely online. Each student had his/her computer program that
he/she completed while sitting at the high school building. A supervisor was present but did
not provide any instruction.
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Table 3.3
Summer School Enrollment for Years 2015 Through 2018
Grade Level

2015

2016

2017

2018

K-4

18

13

24

21

5

3

6

8

5

6

5

3

5

6

7

0

3

2

2

8

7

0*

4

9

Total

33

25

43

41

Note. *Summer school was not offered for 8th graders in 2016.

Prior to 2018, daily attendance was not taken at summer school. The data from Table
3.3 lists the number of students enrolled in the summer learning program. It does not provide
information about the number of students who actually attended summer school. In 2018,
daily attendance was taken in order to track the number of students that actually attended
summer school, and the number of days that students attended (See Table 3.4). The research
study in 2019 also recorded daily attendance. Questionnaires were given in order to
determine factors that motivated students’ participation and factors that may have hindered or
prevented students’ participation in the summer learning program. The questionnaires were
given to participants, parents of participants, and parents of non-participants (See Appendices
D, E, and F).
Data from these questionnaires were analyzed to determine factors that increased or
hindered summer learning participation.
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Table 3.4
Summer School Attendance Data for 2018, Grades 1-7
Grade

Number of Students
Enrolled

Number of Students
Attending

Average Days of Attendance
(out of 16 total days)

1

4

4

11.5

2

5

5

14

3

8

7

13.1

4

2

2

13.5

5

5

4

11.5

6

6

3

11.3

7

2

1

5

Totals

32

26

11.4

Note. Individual daily attendance was not taken at the high school for grade 8.

Participants
Students who participated in the study were technically fifth, sixth, seventh, and
eighth graders. When students selected and took home their first set of books, they were
actually in the previous grade. Once the academic school year was complete, students were
automatically categorized at the next grade level. In order to create a study with middle
school-age participants, then, students who had just completed grades four through seven
were allowed to participate. A student’s reading level was not taken into consideration.
Recruitment of Participants
Generating a sample of middle school readers posed a challenge when previous years’
attendance was so low. Summer school participation was optional for elementary students in
first through seventh grade, but it was mandatory for high school students in grades nine
through twelve who failed a class during the school year. For that reason, a great deal of
positive promotion was needed in order to generate the desired 30 - 40 students for this
research study. The promotion, in fact, more than doubled the desired participation, with 93
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students registered as of June 1st and 97 students by the first day of the Literacy Academy on
July 22nd.
Informational flyers were sent home in February at parent-teacher conferences. This
avenue was chosen because the elementary (grades K-6) had a 100% parent attendance rate.
Not only did the opportunity save the district postage, but it also allowed teachers to
personally encourage participation in the summer program. Parent-teacher conference
attendance at the high school (grades seven – twelve) was half the attendance at the
elementary, so Literacy Academy flyers were mailed home to all seventh-grade students. A
short video was also created and shared with the high school language arts teachers so that
they could encourage participation as well. In addition, the Literacy Academy coordinator
made frequent visits to the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade classrooms to highlight incentives,
answer any questions, and boost interest for the Literacy Academy. Individual conversations
with students were also utilized to make a personal connection with students for encouraging
participation.
Positive postcards, recognizing students’ Literacy Academy registration and
informing them of the book selection and book distribution dates, were mailed home to
students the second week of May. At the same time, the letter of consent was mailed to
families along with a note asking parents to highlight any days that students expected to be
absent for vacations or trips. This was requested by the food services director in order to help
with food purchasing for the program.
Letters of consent were collected prior to the end of the school year, when students
received their texts for summer reading. The registration deadline was set at May 1st, but
registrations were technically accepted up until the first day of the program. Students who
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registered after May 31st needed to schedule a time to meet at school and choose books from
the remaining selection of texts. In order to obtain non-participant questionnaires in the fall,
interest letters were sent home with students, along with a gift card drawing incentive to
return the paperwork.
Instrumentation
Quantitative data were collected in the form of registration and attendance records,
teacher observations, and questionnaires (Table 3.5). Attendance information was
documented for all students. Students’ literacy skills were assessed using a standardized
reading assessment (the STAR reading assessment). The STAR assessment was used to track
reading progress for participating students at four different time periods: May 2019,
beginning of the Literacy Academy in July, end of Literacy Academy in August, and
September 2019. For non- participating students, the end of year (May) and beginning of
year (September) STAR scores were collected to analyze summer reading progress. Data
from 2017 through 2018 were compared to the results generated from the 2019 study. In
addition, scores of students who attended summer school in previous years was compared to
the scores of students who attended the Literacy Academy.
All elementary students were given the STAR reading assessment at regular intervals
during the school year at the research school. Benchmarking (in September, January, and
May) was conducted annually for grades K-6. STAR data was available from September
2017. The high school (grades 7-12) did not routinely give the STAR assessment. For that
reason, a request for testing was made to the seventh-grade language arts teachers. As a
result, the students took the September 2018 and May 2019 STAR test. They were asked to
take the assessment again in September 2019 (both seventh and eighth graders). Due to the
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irregular STAR testing in the high school, data on seventh grade literacy outcomes was only
be available for 2018 and 2019. Data for eighth-grade outcomes was available for 2019.
Table 3.5
Research Questions, Variables, and Data Collection
Question

Variables

Data Collection

Source of
Data

Method

1. Program affects
literacy
outcomes?

IV: Program
STAR reading
DV: Literacy scores assessment

Students

Quantitative

2. Incentives affect
registration and
attendance?

IV: Bus, food…
DV: Attendance

Registration & daily
attendance
Focus groups

Students

Quantitative
Qualitative

3. Opportunities
affect
motivation?

IV: Books &
program
DV: Motivation

Student focus group
Student
Questionnaire

Students

Qualitative
Mixed

4. Book choice
affects home
reading?

IV: Book choice
DV: Home reading

Student
questionnaire
Focus Group

Students

Quantitative
Qualitative

5. Book choice
affects school
engagement

IV: Book choice
DV: Engagement

Observer check- list Researcher Quantitative
Focus Group
Qualitative

6. Summer
programming
affects
perspectives?

IV: Summer
Parent/Student
program
questionnaires
DV: Parent/Student
perspectives

Parents &
Students

Mixed

All four test scores showed the presence of any growth due to book distribution and
reading (before and after the Literacy Academy) and the Literacy Academy itself. While
some research identified book distribution alone as a means to maintain summer literacy
skills (Allington et al., 2010; Guryan et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2017; McGill-Franzen et al.,
2016; Shin & Krashen, 2008), other researchers indicated that formal instruction is needed
for summer learning growth (Almus & Dogan, 2016; Leefat, 2015; Martorell et al., 2016;
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McDaniel et al., 2017; Xu & De Arment, 2017). Results from these data points provided
valuable information for creating future summer learning opportunities for middle school
readers.
Student on-task and off-task reading activity were documented using whole-interval
and duration recorded during the small-group shared reading class. The on-task and off-task
reading behaviors of small student groups in Group A (student selected texts) and Group B
(teacher assigned texts) were recorded using a checklist (see Appendix H) with written
descriptions of behaviors for verification of on- and off-task behaviors. Individual students’
behaviors were documented and percentages were calculated for on- and off-task behaviors.
The small groups were selected from Group A and Group B and observed once. That
information was used to determine if student book choice affected students’ reading
engagement at school.
Qualitative data, the students’ thoughts and feelings about the summer school
incentives and learning opportunities, were desired at a more exploratory level so qualitative
focus groups were conducted to provide information about the students’ perceptions of
incentives, book choice, and summer school programming. The focus groups lasted no longer
than 30 minutes and took place at the end of the Literacy Academy program. Information
collected from the student focus groups highlighted student motivators, summer reading
habits, and literacy academy learning. Discussions were audio recorded, transcribed, and
transcripts were coded and analyzed in order to provide students’ perspectives on summer
literacy learning and the factors that impeded or enhanced learning. The themes generated
(e.g. prizes, free books, hot chocolate, and other elements of the Literacy Academy) and data
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provided by students were combined with the quantitative data to summarize the various
effects on students’ literacy outcomes.
Two separate categories of focus groups were formed, male and female. Volunteers
from various grade levels, and both Group A and Group B, were asked to participate. In the
focus groups, students were asked to share their thoughts about the new resources provided
through the Literacy Academy (transportation, meals, books, and attendance awards). They
were also asked to share their thoughts about the new literacy-focused Literacy Academy. In
addition, students were asked to share their thoughts on book choice. This was necessary
because Group A chose their texts for the small group reading class and students in Group B
were assigned texts to read.
In order to tie everything together, End of Summer Questionnaires were mailed home
to students and their parents in September 2019. The student and parent questionnaires had
similar Likert-scale and open-ended questions that were created by the researcher. The
questionnaires were given to student participants and family members to evaluate summer
reading activity, to document non-school learning activities, and to provide feedback on the
resources and the summer reading program (See Appendices D and E).
Questionnaires were also given to nonparticipant parents to evaluate book access,
student reading activity, and learning activities during the summer months (See Appendix F).
These were not mailed home. Instead, all non-participants were given the questionnaires to
take home to their parents and the names on returned questionnaires were put into drawings
for prizes.
In the questionnaires, students and parents were asked about summer reading habits,
motivation to read, the Literacy Academy program, the summer book distribution, incentives
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(transportation, meals, etc.), and other summer learning activities. Parents of non-participants
were also asked similar questions. Responses to the open-ended questions in the
questionnaires were organized by themes and analyzed in order to add student and parent
voice to the quantitative data.
Procedures
Preparations for the Literacy Academy began in July 2018, so it took nearly a year to
organize and generate administrative and financial resources for the program. Table 3.6
highlights the required study elements.
The program itself received support of the school board, which granted permission to
conduct the study and covered the cost of transportation and meals, but other resources were
still required.
Literacy Academy Approval and Support
Once the initial research project was approved by the school board (June 2018) and
the idea was in place for a summer Literacy Academy, a meeting was needed with the
extended year services coordinator (in the neighboring town) to receive permission to make
modifications to the summer school programming. The small, rural public school was
supported by the neighboring, larger, public school educational cooperative. For that reason,
all summer school programming was coordinated by the principal there. The elementary
summer school (K-6) was typically conducted for four weeks, mid-July to mid-August. The
high school program (7-12) typically occurred in June, and in 2018, the program was entirely
computer-based. Adults in the classroom only supervised students’ attention to the computer
program.
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Table 3.6
Timeline of Activities, Assessment, and Data Collection.
Month

Activity/Assessment

February: Introduction

• Present information at parent-teacher conferences

March: Recruiting

• Weekly elementary classroom visits to recruit students
• Bi-Weekly reminders to seventh-grade teachers
• Collect registration forms

April: Recruiting

• Reminders continue
• Collect registration forms

May: Organization

• Mail Literacy Academy postcards
• Mail consent forms
• Collect May STAR results
• Student book selection and distribution
• Submit numbers to food services director
• Submit registrations to transportation coordinator
• Select teaching staff

June: Voluntary Reading

• Mail positive postcards to encourage reading

July: Voluntary Reading

• Mail Literacy Academy reminder postcard
• Train teaching staff on the Literacy Academy program

The Literacy Academy
begins the third week in
July.

• Implement the Literacy-based summer program
• Administer beginning-of-program reading STAR assessment
• Administer first student questionnaire about June/July

reading
• Record daily attendance
August: The Literacy
• Literacy-based summer program
Academy ends the second • Record daily attendance
week in August.
• Conduct student focus groups
Voluntary Reading
• Administer end-of-program reading STAR assessment
• Mail positive postcards to encourage reading until school
starts in September
September: Data
Collection

• Collect STAR reading assessment data

October/November

• Brief the school board on Literacy Academy outcomes
• Recognize those who supported the Literacy Academy with

• Mail and collect student and parent surveys

letters of appreciation.
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Summer school teaching salaries were paid through the local educational co-op and
all teachers received $28 an hour no matter how many years of teaching experience they
possessed. In order to receive summer school resources, the Literacy Academy was
categorized as a modification or extension to the school’s summer school program.
Programming approval was necessary to guarantee pay for the teachers in the study. The coop principal was very receptive to the plan to increase summer school attendance and to
create a middle school Literacy Academy. He agreed to support the Literacy Academy in any
way possible.
Donations. In July of 2018, local businesses were visited and donation request letters
were mailed. The primary purpose of these requests, at the time, was for monetary donations
to support efforts to provide books for the students throughout the summer, attendance
rewards, and meals for students during the Literacy Academy. Two businesses readily
donated a total of $150 while others declined to donate anything. Some businesses, such as a
local pizza chain, donated 20 individual pizza coupons, and a local community college
donated trinkets for student incentives.
A local banker stated that he had already promised money for plastic footballs for a
homecoming game. Respectful disappointment was communicated that businesses quickly
support sports but they are apprehensive to support critical skills like literacy development.
Shortly thereafter, a check arrived at school in support of the Literacy Academy.
Hot chocolate station. During the academic year a Room for Reading was started to
encourage positive reading experiences. Before the school days began, students were
required to go to the gym. However, many students did not like the noise and activity in the
gym. A Room for Reading was created so that students could have a quiet place to read
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before the beginning of the school day. For students who were not able to read at home, this
was very important.
In order to create an inviting atmosphere, flexible seating options and hot chocolate
were provided to students while they read. Every morning five to eight students, about one
fourth of the class would read in the classroom before school. This generated ideas about the
physical environment for the Literacy Academy. Flexible seating and warm beverages were
welcoming for students. The idea was to continue the hot chocolate option in the summer,
but also make the atmosphere more like a bookstore or coffee shop. For that reason, a local
coffee shop was contacted and the owners were asked if they would sponsor a hot chocolate
station. They were able to provide hot chocolate mix for the program.
Books. Each participant in the Literacy Academy received at least 10 books to read
during the summer months, approximately one book for each week of summer vacation.
Students who attended the last day of the Literacy Academy received an additional book
from the bookstore field trip. Others received yet another book if they participated in the
local bookstore’s summer reading program (an extra opportunity to acquire books), but this
was not mandatory for the Literacy Academy program). The students kept the books, so
funding was needed to purchase all of the students’ texts. In addition to a Parent Teacher
Organization (PTO) donation of $250 for books, a surprise came in the form of a $500 prize
from Scholastic Book Clubs, one of 4,000 awards to win the money for books. In addition to
the funds for books, the extra bonus points were used to acquire even more books at no cost.
Personal books gathered over the years were also used to supplement the collection of books
for the Literacy Academy participants.
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School board support: Request to eliminate barriers that limit educational
access. During this time, a letter was sent to the school board members. In order to organize
the funds collected, and to purchase items for the Literacy Academy, the Minnesota Board of
Education required the school board to recognize that this activity was valuable and approved
by the board. In the letter, members were asked to consider providing transportation and
meals for summer school in 2019. The school budget was up for review at the end of July
and it was necessary to give the board time to adjust the budgets for both transportation and
food services. The request was acknowledged at the July 2018 board meeting.
Two separate agenda notes about the request were included. The first note was part of
the superintendent’s agenda for the board. In the note, he acknowledged the request to
establish an account for donations and expenditures as mandated by the Minnesota
Department of Education. He also noted the intent to use incentives to increase summer
school attendance.
The second agenda item highlighted the request for summer meals and transportation.
The summer meals request was calculated by the food services director and superintendent
for 40 students. The bus coordinator and superintendent calculated a limited bus route and
proposed that buses would pick up students at licensed daycares, the high school, and three
additional pick-up stops in the two school towns.
Two motions were made to approve the transportation and food expenses. At the
same time, however, the school board was discussing options to increase the free and reduced
lunch applications. Applications had significantly decreased the past school year and as a
result, various funding sources had also decreased. With a 50% free and reduced lunch
population (FRLP), the summer school meals would be free to any student in the district. The
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FRLP at the district had peaked at 46%, so a renewed effort to collect applications could
have positive implications for the district, and for the funding of summer school meals. The
board also discussed the possibility of seeking outside funding from the community, to help
with the food, transportation and food expenses. In addition, the school board was
investigating the possibility of transitioning into its own educational cooperative, generating
more funds for the district. For these reasons, the board ultimately decided to table the
motion until more information was available in October, when free and reduced lunch
applications were due, and more information could be gained about a future educational
cooperative.
Another topic that was discussed was the number of activities that occur during the
same time as summer school. One board member suggested communicating with parents that
students may miss a few days of summer school or a bit of time during the day, and still
participate in the summer school program. Some school is better than no school. For that
reason, the community education director was contacted and asked to avoid scheduling
summer recreation/sports activities at the same time as summer school. If activities could be
scheduled after 12:30, for example, then students could take the bus to those activities after
summer school.
School collaboration and coordination. Unfortunately, the community education
position was cut. As a result, the athletic director was contacted to discuss possible options to
coordinate summer school with summer sports programs. If students attended summer school
in the morning, with breakfast and lunch provided, and then traveled to the high school for
sports practice, the entire day would be organized for school families. Parents would not have
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to worry about transporting students to activities in the middle of the day. The entire day
would be learning-based.
The Literacy Academy served students in grades five through eight, so the
cooperation and coordination of both the elementary and high school was needed. The
elementary housed students in grades kindergarten through six. The high school, in the town
seven miles away, supported students in grades seven through 12. The extended year services
programming categorized students in the upcoming grade, so the only high school class that
this affected was the seventh-grade class (moving into eighth grade). At the high school,
summer school was a remedial program. High school students who failed a class are required
to participate in a June summer school session to make up the grade. The Literacy Academy
took place in July/August so the principal was asked if the students could elect to participate
in the Literacy Academy instead of the June session, to which she agreed. She also agreed to
support May and September STAR reading assessments in the seventh and eighth grade
language arts classrooms. In addition, she encouraged participation in the Literacy Academy
as an advancement program, not just a remedial program. The special education department
also encouraged students to promote the Literacy Academy.
Donation requests for transportation and meals. In September, volunteer fire
departments in both towns were asked to donate $1,000 to support summer school
transportation and meals. Each of the two town fire departments donated $500. A grant
request to a local business was also submitted, asking for $10,000 to support summer school
transportation and meals. It responded to the request with a $2,000 donation.
In 2018, the elementary Parent and Teacher Organization (PTO) donated $500 to pay
for transportation costs, transporting students from summer school (at the elementary) to the
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summer day camp (at the high school). Day camp was a daycare-type program, providing
childcare during the summer months. In past years, parents had requested transportation from
the day camp to summer school, citing transportation as a reason why students could not
attend the half-day summer school program. The PTO decided to fund the transportation
service. However, very few students used the service for the summer 2018 program.
In October, a letter was sent to the PTO president asking if the same $500 could be
designated for the bus shuttle for the summer 2019 program, with the idea that more students
would be utilizing the service. An additional $500 was requested to support summer school
transportation and meals. The PTO responded with the full $1,000 to support transportation
and meals for summer school students. The healthcare system that provided the district’s
athletic trainer also donated $200 from the organization’s foundation to support meals for
students.
In addition to being a new project, providing breakfast and lunch for the Literacy
Academy students would have been a large expense for the district. It was also important to
provide breakfast for all summer school participants, not just those attending the Literacy
Academy. Many of the Literacy Academy participants would have siblings attending summer
school, and it just did not seem right to provide meals for one child and not the sibling/s. For
this reason, additional monetary resources to provide for summer meals was sought.
The district did not have the required 50% FRLP needed to qualify for free summer
meals from MDE, so help was requested from other sources. A letter was written to the
state’s United States representative, whose office staffer promptly responded with a link for
area food banks. Another letter was sent to the state senator, who responded that the project
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was a worthy endeavor and that he would put summer meals on his discussion agenda for the
upcoming legislative session.
While the government agencies and officials were not able to help with summer
meals support, the best support came from the building’s food services director. She spent
many hours talking with officials from Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) and was
able to extend the school year, so that school year meal prices could be applied to the month
of August. While the two weeks of summer school in July had higher meal costs, the August
meals prices were much less. Since the school year was technically changed, the regular free
and reduced lunch population (FRLP) rules also applied to the summer school days in
August. Therefore, students who qualified for free or reduced lunch prices during the regular
school year would also receive the same rates during the summer school days in August.
Having the help of the food services director provided the knowledge of rules and
policies for student meals, specific to Minnesota. Family FRLP information is only
accessible to certain staff members (not teachers or researchers), so her help in coordinating
meals, changing schedules, and calculating FRLP meal prices to save the district money, was
invaluable.
School board support: Attempt #2. Free and reduced lunch applications were due
October 1st, so the next five months were spent preparing a detailed document for the school
board members. This document highlighted the attendance information from previous
summer school sessions, as well as student assessment scores from May and September,
from years 2015-2018. Two proposals were generated, one with the school providing
transportation and meals for only those students participating in the Literacy Academy, and
another with the district providing transportation and meals for all summer school
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participants. No formal briefing was requested at the school board meeting in November
2018. Instead, board members asked a few brief questions from the document that was
emailed to them prior to the meeting. The school board then voted unanimously to approve
transportation and meals for the Literacy Academy participants (not all summer school
participants) provided that the board is briefed on research results in the fall of 2019.
Concerning transportation if a Literacy Academy participant had a sibling in summer school,
the sibling could ride the bus as well. Meals would not be provided for the siblings.
Advertising and Recruiting Literacy Academy Participants
Summer school attendance, at the district, has historically been minimal. In 2018,
only thirteen students registered for the summer learning program. Motivating and recruiting
Literacy Academy participants, then, was critical. When students were asked if they would
be interested in attending summer school, they instantly cringed and responded with an
irritated, ‘no.’ For some students, summer school was used as a threat to motivate work
during the school year. If students failed to meet requirements of a class, they had to attend
the same class again in the summer. Summer school, for many, was generally perceived as a
negative, punitive experience.
In an attempt to change the summer learning perspective from one of dismay to one
of enthusiasm, the summer school name for middle school students was changed to that of a
summer ‘Literacy Academy.’ According to Merriam-Webster (2018), an academy is a
school, usually above elementary level, in which special subjects are taught. The website also
provided a specific definition for English language learners, that it is “a school that provides
training in special subjects or skills...an organization of people who work to support art,
science, or literature.” That is exactly what the Literacy Academy was created to accomplish.
The summer learning program provided specific training in language arts and it supported
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students’ reading with the distribution of resources, such as transportation, meals, and
reading materials.
Social Media
Shortly after the new year, a picture was posted on Instagram, Twitter, and Facebook,
announcing the school’s new Literacy Academy. The picture highlighted a Literacy
Academy black and silver t-shirt and water tumbler. The post said, “It’s not official until it’s
on a t-shirt and tumbler! Coming in 2019! Transportation, breakfast, and lunch provided
(free). Grades 4-7 #summerliteracyacademy2019.” The very next day at school, two parents
asked if there was any way that their eighth-grade children could attend the Literacy
Academy.
As donations were collected for the students’ suggested incentives (for example, food
coupons, gift cards, etc.), support from the businesses was shared on social media. Gathering
support for the Literacy Academy required time, tenacity, and a bit of creativity. From
marching in a small-town parade to modeling clothes for a clothes boutique (as requirements
for those business donations) all of the fundraising efforts were highlighted in social media
and used to generate additional support.
Prior to the end of the school year, a request was sent to the school’s booster club and
asked for one-event student sports passes for the Literacy Academy participants. Not only did
they approve the request, but they also contributed nine water tumblers to be used as
attendance rewards.
More Students, More Grants
With the help of social media, word started to spread about the Literacy Academy.
People were asking about it and whether it could be extended to other grades. The increased
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interest and number of participants meant that more money was needed for the successful
implementation of the program.
In January, a summer reading grant request was submitted to the Dollar General
Literacy Foundation for $2,750, for books and reading incentives. The grant program allows
submissions of up to $3,000 with a maximum of $500 to be used for incentives. The grant
request, however, was declined. In March, a grant request for $3,000 was submitted to
United Way, to seek funding for the students’ book distribution and to assist funding the
students’ meals not already covered through the grants that had already been acquired. The
grant was awarded in July, after the program had started.
A grant request for instructional materials was also submitted to the school’s Legacy
Foundation, a separate funding source that has its own requirements and a board of directors
who select grant projects. The Foundation granted the request for $717.46, to purchase
nature-themed books for the small-group reading and teacher read-aloud components of the
program. When the Literacy Academy enrollment reached 70 students, another request for
instructional materials was submitted, this time from a local church group. The church group
provided $100 of the request for $326.60. Rotary International also granted the grant request
for $300 to be used for reading materials.
Parent/Teacher Conferences
The February parent-teacher conferences also proved to be an effective publicity
event. Having literature ready to distribute for parents was extremely important because the
classroom teachers mentioned the Literacy Academy specifically to each family. Since the
elementary usually has a nearly 100% parent attendance rate for conferences, providing
parents with the information in person was extremely valuable. It also saved the district
money from mailing flyers home.
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The week prior to conferences, sixth graders were asked what incentives they would
like to have at the Literacy Academy. They enthusiastically provided an extensive list of
restaurants and gift card options. The other fourth through sixth-grade classrooms were
visited to talk about the Literacy Academy and to emphasize the invitation to attend the
summer learning program.
Wearing a Literacy Academy t-shirt, and carrying a stack of books, the Literacy
Academy coordinator visited classrooms weekly to encourage students to register for the
summer Literacy Academy. Since the seventh graders are at the high school, the English and
special education teachers were emailed a short video and asked to share it with their
students during class. Lunchroom and individual conversations in the hallway provided other
opportunities to personally invited students.
During the week of conferences, each classroom teacher was provided with the
information packets with the request that the teachers personally invite families to consider
summer learning for 2019. In addition, a Literacy Academy display board was created for the
cafeteria, where the school’s book fair was held during conferences.
The high school principal was provided with flyers to distribute to parents at parentteacher conferences. Days later, seventh-grade parents emailed, asking when they would
receive information about the Literacy Academy. The flyers were not distributed as
promised, flyers were mailed home for students in seventh grade.
One week after the flyers had been distributed, 29 students had submitted Literacy
Academy registration forms. Taking into account the voluntary registrations from grades five
through seven (grade eight was punitive/mandatory attendance) this was a 223% increase
from 2018. One month later, 50 students had registered for the Literacy Academy, a 385%
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increase. Many of the students who turned in registration forms were either students who had
borrowed books from the classroom library or students with whom personal conversations
had occurred in the hallways. Each student smiled when asked if he/she would be interested
in attending the Literacy Academy. Not every student wanted to attend, but many of them did
want to participate.
Social media posts about incentives donated by local businesses even spurred random
gift card donations from parents. By the end of March, the local newspaper even asked for a
write-up so that the Literacy Academy information could be communicated to the entire
school community.
End of the School Year, Summer Preparations
At the beginning of May, postcards were mailed home to recognize students’
participation in the Literacy Academy and to inform them of the book selection event. At the
same time, parents were mailed the consent forms and asked to return them prior to the book
selection event. A calendar was sent home and asked parents to record any expected absences
for meal and instructional planning. Shortly thereafter, five additional registration forms were
submitted. On the day of the book selection event, two more registration forms were
submitted for a total of 91 registrations. Considering that the total elementary school
population was 400 students, the registration outcome was extremely successful.
At the beginning of May, a nearby school was promoting free summer meals for its
students. A photo of this was sent to the food services director, to once again hear that the
school did not qualify. However, at the end of the month, the food services director contacted
the qualifying school and then worked with the transportation coordinator to modify bus
routes so that the school did meet the state requirements for free meals. As a result, ALL
students in the district received free breakfast and lunch throughout the summer. While
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eliminating food insecurity for the district’s students, this also allowed the allocation of more
donation money for additional student books.
On the last week of school in May 2019, 1,090 books were displayed in the school
library and student groups entered the library throughout the morning. Each student selected
eight books and then wrote the titles of the books on the June and July Reading Log (see
Appendix A). The next day, reading logs and consent forms were verified, and students were
able to take their book stack home, in cloth bags donated from a local bank. The reading logs
remained at school until the start of the Literacy Academy.
When students arrived for the first day of the Literacy Academy, they were asked to
review their list of books and record whether they finished reading the books or not. The
same process occurred for the second book distribution at the conclusion of the Literacy
Academy, except the texts were chosen for them based on their reading interest log and the
books’ reading levels. When students returned to school in September 2019, they received
the End of Summer Questionnaire in the mail and were asked to record whether or not they
finished reading the second set of books.
All Literacy Academy registration forms were given to the transportation coordinator
to schedule summer bus routes. Program dates were communicated with the custodians (for
cleaning schedules) and technology personnel (for computer testing needs), and summer
classrooms were coordinated with classroom teachers. Names were entered into the required
school’s database for summer learning participants, and eight teachers were acquired for the
program’s instruction. Breakfast and lunch schedules were coordinated with the food services
director.
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The Literacy Academy
Students received their summer reading texts during the last week of school, on May
30th, which amounted to approximately one book for each week of summer vacation prior to
the Literacy Academy, which began on July 22nd. At the beginning of July, reading nudges
were mailed to the students. The reading nudge was a postcard encouraging students to read
and send the researcher emails about their books. Some students even formed little book
groups, based on the texts that they selected, and so they were encouraged to email and write
about their books and discussions. The postcard also reminded students when the Literacy
Academy began. As soon as the transportation coordinator finalized the bus schedule, that
information was emailed home to parents and included on the July postcard.
Prior to the start of the Literacy Academy, all eight instructors received training on
the goals of the program, the expectations for each class, and the requirements of the summer
school program (e.g., attendance, breakfast and lunch monitoring). Teachers also had the
opportunity to review the texts for each class. All materials were purchased ahead of time
(e.g., notebooks, pencils, texts), so there was no additional work for the teachers. There were
no worksheets or busy-work activities, so teachers could focus their attention and energy on
motivating readers using the provided texts.
When the students arrived at the Literacy Academy in July 2019, they were separated
into two large groups, as best possible, by age, gender, and reading levels, so that there was a
representative mix of students. Students in Group A selected their own texts for the smallgroup class. Group B had their texts selected for them.
Both of these groups were further separated into four smaller classes that include the
following: independent reading with conferencing, teacher read-aloud and writing, small-
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group reading, and readers’ theater. Students rotated classes during the day so that they have
the same instructors for each class, each day.
The Program
The overarching theme of the summer literacy program was Growing as Readers (See
Appendix M). For that reason, all of the texts and activities used in the Literacy Academy
were geared toward aspects of nature, gardening, and conservation.
Providing a learning environment with wide and varied reading was important to the
success of the program. For that reason, each week of the four-week program was dedicated
to the study of one particular genre. The first week focused on fiction texts; the second week,
biographies; the third week, nonfiction; and the fourth week, poetry.
In addition to a weekly genre focus, there was also a weekly focus on a Common
Core State Standards (CCSS) anchor standard (Common Core State Standards Initiative,
2019). The first week (fiction) was tailored to identifying themes and central ideas of texts.
The second week (biographies) guided students to analyze individuals, events, and ideas that
develop over time.
Week three (nonfiction) encouraged students to read texts critically in order to make
inferences and cite specific textual evidence. Analyzing words, phrases, figurative meanings,
and word choice compliment the study of poetry, so was emphasized in the last week.
This independent reading class began with a short mini-lesson addressing the CCSS
anchor standard and how that skill was used within students’ text. As students read
independently, the teacher monitored students’ reading by listening to them read and asking
them about their text. Particular attention was given to the students’ implementation of the
learning standard while reading their texts. Teachers took anecdotal notes and monitored the
progress of student reading, comprehension, and mastery of the learning standard.
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Though the target age group for the Literacy Academy was middle school students,
picture books were used for the teacher read-aloud. The shorter picture books allowed for
multiple texts to be read and multiple literacy elements to be discussed throughout each
week. The first week showcased fictional picture books on gardening. The second week
incorporated two books on the same person, John James Audubon. One book was a picture
book while the other was a longer chapter book, written for younger readers. The third week
included nonfiction picture books, highlighting prairie life, the demise of the overhunted
Auks, and heroic efforts to protect the environment. The last week presented poetry about the
earth and seasons, while also highlighting haiku. Since haiku traditionally uses nature and
seasonal references, it was incorporated into the Literacy Academy curriculum.
Writing journals or writing notebooks were incorporated into the teacher read-aloud
class, so that students had the opportunity to reflect upon their literacy skill in another
avenue. The instructor provided brief mini-lessons connected to the CCSS, but the students
choose the topics and style of writing (e.g. letter, poem, or song). Independent writing
conferencing, as well as sharing opportunities were embedded in this class. Students were
given time to share (read aloud) their writing with others, so that they could edit and improve
their writing and listen to the writing of others.
For the small-group shared reading class, students in Group A had the opportunity to
select which texts they would like to read, share, and discuss with others. Students had a
variety of texts (e.g., length, level, and topic) from which to choose. Each student selected a
first, second, and third preference of book titles. The teacher then created small groups of
three or four students, where the students read, discussed, and analyzed the text together.
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Students in Group B were assigned to a small group based on May 2019 reading assessment
scores.
Books selected for the small-group class were relatively short so that students could
finish reading their group text in a week’s time. In the first week of fiction focus, stories were
about nature, hunting, and love/hate relationships with animals. The second week of shared
reading was centralized around conservationists and their work protecting animals and the
environment. One book even melded both biography and graphic novel genres. The third
week utilized internet-based nonfiction nature articles that the students selected
collaboratively. Online articles from Newsela, in particular, not only offered a variety of
topics, but also allowed students to select the reading level and check for understanding with
a short comprehension quiz at the end of the reading. The last week offered free verse,
rhyme, reverso poems, and concrete poems for students to read and analyze collaboratively.
The first week of reader’s theater introduced students to a nature-based script, “The
Adventures of Mouse Deer: Favorite Tales of Southeast Asia” (Shepard, 2005). Once
students learned how to use a script for expressive and fluent practice, they created their own
reader’s theater script using the picture book biography, The Boy Who Drew Birds: A Story of
John James Audubon (Davies, 2004). In the third week, students worked together to create a
script from their nonfiction online text. Individual or small-group poetry reading served as
the rereading and fluency practice in the last week of the literacy program. This was done
individually, with a partner, or with a small group.
Students needed time to move and interact in positive ways. For this reason, time was
allotted for student movement breaks. The schedule established common free times during
the day. Students had time before and after lunch to interact with their friends outside or in
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the gym. They also had 25 minutes outside on the playground together each day. Augustine
and McCombs (2015) recommend “three to four hours of academic
instruction…recommended as a minimum” (p. 16). While the students’ free time reduced the
amount of instructional time, it was only five minutes less than suggested.
Getting started. The program began with the STAR reading assessment in the
independent reading class. Any student who was absent the first day took the assessment as
soon as he/she arrived at school. This information was needed to track any summer reading
loss at this point and to measure any progress made with the literacy program. In addition,
students were asked to record the books they read since school was dismissed. The June and
July Reading Log (See Appendix A) that students completed in May, when they selected
their books, had a column for this purpose.
During the last week of the Literacy Academy, some students were asked to
participate in a focus group. In this setting, students had the opportunity to freely share their
thoughts and opinions of the Literacy Academy program and resources provided to them this
summer (e.g., transportation, meals, books, book choice, and attendance awards). Students
also took the STAR reading assessment again before the last day of the Literacy Academy.
Students were given two additional texts on the second to last day of the program.
These books were selected by the researcher, rather than the students, and given to students
to read until the school year begins. Again, this amounted to one book per week of remaining
summer vacation.
When students arrived at school in the fall, they took the STAR reading assessment.
At that time, parent and student questionnaires were mailed home to families with a stamped
return envelope. Information gathered was used for this study and shared with the school
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board for future programming. Parents of students who did not participate in the Literacy
Academy were also asked to complete a questionnaire. With the non-participant group
information and data, literacy outcomes were compared to analyze summer learning activity
and summer learning loss.
Data Analysis
Information was collected and analyzed to evaluate the effect that providing resources
(e.g., transportation, meals, and books) had on students’ motivation to attend the Literacy
Academy. Additionally, students’ literacy outcomes (STAR scores) were collected to
evaluate the effectiveness of the program. Data collected from student and parent
questionnaires, observations, and STAR scores provided insight into students’ motivation to
participate in the program, reading engagement, and their resulting reading assessment scores
(See Table 3.7).
Research Questions
1. How does a literacy-focused summer program affect students’ reading outcomes?
2. How do student and family incentives affect summer school attendance?
3. How do school-provided summer learning opportunities (book distribution and a
literacy-based summer program) affect motivation to read for middle school readers?
Secondary questions.
4. How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement at home during
the summer months?
5. How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement during
instructional programming at school?
6. How does a literacy-focused summer program and the incentives offered to students
and families affect parents’ perspectives on summer reading and summer learning?
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Table 3.7
Research Questions, Variables, and Data Collection
Question

Variables

Data Collection

Source of
Data

Method

1. Program affects
literacy
outcomes?

IV: Program
STAR reading
DV: Literacy scores assessment

Students

Quantitative

2. Incentives affect
attendance?

IV: Bus, food…
DV: Attendance

Registration & daily
attendance
Focus groups

Students

Quantitative
Qualitative

3. Opportunities
affect
motivation?

IV: Books &
program
DV: Motivation

Student focus group
Student
Questionnaire

Students

Qualitative
Mixed

4. Book choice
affects home
reading?

IV: Book choice
DV: Home reading

Student
questionnaire
Focus Group

Students

Quantitative
Qualitative

5. Book choice
affects school
engagement

IV: Book choice
DV: Engagement

Observer check- list
Focus Group

6. Summer
programming
affects
perspectives?

IV: Summer
Parent/Student
program
questionnaires
DV: Parent/Student
perspectives

Researcher Quantitative
Qualitative
Parents &
Students

Mixed

How does a literacy-focused summer program affect students’ reading
outcomes? This research question sought to understand the impact, if any, that summer
programming had on students’ summer literacy achievement. The literacy-based Literacy
Academy program was something different from the programming that has previously taken
place. Instead of providing time for computer-based math skills, for example, this program
focused entirely on literacy improvement. Instead of a more casual or relaxed summer
schedule, the Literacy Academy provided a specific literacy-based structure with four distinct
classes.
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In addition to the structure and delivery of literacy content, student participation and
growth were evaluated. It was desirable to evaluate any connection between students’
literacy growth and the number of days attending the program. For example, does attendance
affect student learning outcomes?
STAR reading assessment data from May 2019 and September 2019 were used to
compare Literacy Academy participants’ literacy outputs. T-tests for means were conducted
to see if there were any statistically significant differences between the May and September
STAR scores, and pre- and post-Literacy Academy STAR reading scores.
The summer learning program was ethical and posed no harm to research
participants.
How do student and family incentives affect summer school attendance? The use
of incentives was a feasible aspect when considering the volume of resources available in the
community. There were grants for book acquisition and there was community support for
summer learning. Time spent collecting incentives and writing grants was the biggest
challenge. Two major supports were bus transportation and meals. Fortunately, transportation
was funded by the school district and meals were provided by the Minnesota Eats summer
nutrition program.
In order to evaluate the effect that the incentives have on student attendance,
attendance was collected on all students. In the paperwork sent home in May, parents were
asked to record any expected absences, like a family vacation or participation at the county
fair. If a student was absent on a day not already noted, parents were called or emailed to
inquire about the absence.
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Daily attendance and reasons for absences were recorded. In addition, the End of
Program Questionnaire (See Appendix C), given during the last week of the Literacy
Academy (August 12-15), asked students’ motivation level towards transportation, meals,
books, book choice, and the literacy program for summer attendance. Both parents (See
Appendix E) and students (See Appendix D) were asked to respond to the incentives
provided and any motivation that provided for participants.
Creating a bus route when participation numbers and subsequent routes are unknown
was problematic on both financial and organizational levels. The school board, however,
agreed to provide bus transportation for students, picking them up and returning them to their
homes. The school board limited this service to students only living within school
boundaries. Since the bus routes occasionally crossed boundaries into other school districts,
the school board established this stipulation for the research project as a cost-saving measure.
Summer transportation for summer learning had never been provided before, so results from
the research project would affect whether or not the school board would provide
transportation next year and extend it to all students, no matter where they lived.
In addition to transportation, meals were provided for the Literacy Academy
participants and all children in the district. Initially it was difficult to calculate the cost for
meals when participation numbers were unknown. The school board initially declined this
request, but when the researcher was able to secure community financial support for 40
students’ meals (breakfast and lunch), the school board agreed to provide breakfast and lunch
for Literacy Academy students. In the end, the food services director was able to receive
funding from Minnesota Eats to provide breakfast and lunch to any child (birth to age 18)
during the time of the Literacy Academy. As Almus and Dogan (2016) noted, making
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summer school accessible, while also providing meals and transportation, are important
factors for the success of a summer school program.
As part of the educational programming, a primary incentive was book selection.
Hundreds of books were acquired through donations and grant writing in order to ensure that
students had a variety of books from which to select. A goal of the program was to provide
each student with one book for each week that school was not in session. That amounted to
eight books prior to the Literacy Academy, and two books after the Literacy Academy was
complete. This was significant because a lack of book access is a major factor that
contributes to summer learning loss, especially for students living in low socioeconomic
homes and in rural areas.
Attendance rewards were another factor in the study. These incentives were important
because they increased student attendance; they had the potential to have a significant impact
on summer learning. As Martorell et al. (2016) noted, “prior research has shown that summer
school improves student achievement but poor attendance hampers its effectiveness” (p.
124). Getting students to summer school, and getting them there every day, had the potential
to increase educational outcomes.
Students were asked what kinds of rewards would be motivating for them. Based on
their responses, donations were gathered from local restaurants, clothing stores, and stores.
The school’s booster club even provided one-time sports passes for all participants.
Incentives used for this study were small and related to the task (transportation for
attendance, book rewards for reading, etc.).
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Parents of students who chose not to participate in the Literacy Academy were
recruited to answer questions why their student did not attend the summer learning program
(see Appendix F).
How do school-provided summer learning opportunities (book distribution and
a literacy-based summer program) affect motivation to read for middle school readers?
Research participants were asked, in a focus group, to describe the summer book distribution,
book choice (or lack of choice), the Literacy Academy program, and any impact that they
had on student motivation. Students provided input about their own learning and motivation
to read during the summer months. The focus groups took place during summer school time
and generated information about students’ own feelings and perceptions about the summer
learning activities.
Middle school students’ input about literacy was important because students at this
age are able to articulate their interests, frustrations, and suggestions for reading instruction.
Middle school readers are also a less-studied topic. There is little research available that
specifically asks middle school students about their learning preferences and motivators for
reading. The focus groups, then, added new information to the research base on summer
learning.
The research question was ethical and there was no risk of harm to the students.
How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement at home in
the summer months? In regard to book choice, the action itself was feasible. This variable
was significant because there is a great deal of research that points to student choice as a
motivator to read (Allington et al., 2010; Cantrell et al., 2014; Little et al., 2014; Marcos &
Steres, 2011; Thomas, 2015; Williams, 2014). There is also an abundance of research on
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assigning texts appropriately matched to student reading levels in order to optimize reading
success (Allington, 2013; Kim et al., 2017). Evaluating both variables (students’ reading
motivation when given the choice of texts and students motivation to read when they are
given texts based on interest and readability) was important not only for summer school
programming but also for reading instruction during the school year.
All students selected the texts that they would like to read at home in the summer
weeks prior to the Literacy Academy. At the beginning of the Literacy Academy, in July, the
students’ June/July reading logs (with the book titles recorded from the May book
distribution) were returned to them so they could mark whether or not they read each text
(see Appendix F). Students simply marked if they read the book, yes or no, and the number
of texts that each student read was recorded.
At the conclusion of the Literacy Academy, all students were given texts based on the
Student Reading Inventory (see Appendix B), the reading level of the text, and students’ zone
of proximal development level (as noted by students’ STAR reading assessment). The
students’ book titles were recorded on the August Reading Log (see Appendix G). Students
received this reading log, along with the End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix D)
when school started in September. Information from these reading logs evaluated all
participants’ motivation to read books that they were able to select (June and July Reading
Log, Appendix A), and those books that were given to them to read (August Reading Log,
Appendix G).
This research question was ethical because it did not pose any mental or physical
harm to the participants.
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How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement during
instructional programming at school? The second event surrounding student book choice
highlighted the use of student book choice during instructional time at school. At the Literacy
Academy, Group A selected the books they read together in the small group shared reading
class, while Group B was assigned texts based on reading levels. Students’ reading
engagement in each group was evaluated through the use of the Reader Time On-Task
Observation checklist (see Appendix H).
This research question was ethical because it did not pose any mental or physical
harm to the participants.
How does a literacy-focused summer program and the incentives offered to
students and families affect parents’ perspectives on summer reading and summer
learning? The last research question sought to gather parents’ opinions of the summer
learning programming (See Appendix B). What factors, if any, influenced them to register
their students for the summer learning program? Did the parents notice any changes in
students’ summer reading habits at home? Did the incentives have any effect on family
decisions to register the student for the summer literacy program? Educating students
requires the involvement of educators, students, and families. Family input, then, was
essential for school improvement.
The research question was ethical and there was no risk of harm to the participants.
Statistics
Null hypothesis. There will be no difference in the reading outcomes of students who
participated in the summer Literacy Academy programming and those who did not
participate in the summer literacy program.

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

116

One-sample T-test for means. In order to support the alternative hypothesis, that
STAR scores would be different at the conclusion of the Literacy Academy and summer
learning loss would be less when school resumed in September, a one-sample T-test for
means was used. If either hypothesis could not be verified with the T-tests, then the data
would support the null hypothesis. See Table 3.8
Independent samples T-test for means. The independent samples t-test for means
was used to compare the mean STAR reading scores of male and female students
participating in the Literacy Academy.
Approximations. Due to the sampling process of this study (matching and
convenience sampling), Fraenkel et al. (2015) recommended that probabilities should be
treated as approximations, not precise values.
Research Questions, Data Collection, and Representation
Table 3.8
Research Questions, Data Collection, and Representation
Category
Categorical

Assessment/Data

Representation

Research Question

Registration and
Attendance

Crossbreak Tables
Frequency Table
Bar Graphs

Question #2

Book Reading at Home

Frequency Tables

Question #4

Reading Engagement at
School

Frequency Table
Bar Graph

Question #5

Questionnaires

Bar Graphs
Crossbreak Tables

Questions #1,2,3,4,6

Quantitative

STAR

T-Test for Means
One-Tailed

Question #1

Qualitative

Student Focus Groups

Narrative

Question #3
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Validity and Reliability
Many methods of data collection were used for this study. Students’ registration and
daily attendance were recorded, as was the number of books that students read each month.
The primary threat to validity of these data collection methods was mortality, but incentives
were incorporated into the study, in an attempt to maintain students’ program participation.
One of the major assessment tools of this study was the STAR reading assessment, by
Renaissance Learning, Inc. (2019b), a standardized assessment that was given regularly at
the elementary school. Renaissance Learning, Inc. (2013) conducted a study to ascertain the
validity and reliability of the STAR. Both tests of internal consistency and retest reliability
were conducted, in 2012-2013, with 1.2 million student tests. Correlations ranged from 0.60
to o.87.
The STAR reading assessment from Renaissance Learning, Inc. (2019b) provides
grade-level norming scores for both fall and spring assessments. Traditional norms were first
pulled from the assessments in 1996. Changes to the assessment required new norms that
were used from 1999-2008. The norms were then updated and used until the 2014-2015
school year (p. 112). The technical manual, found online within the Renaissance Place’s
(2018) student/parent/teacher portal, highlights the new norms posted for the 2017-2018 year.
Data for these norms were pulled during the August 2014 to June 2015 school year (p. 95).
The fall test was taken in the first-second month of school and the spring test was taken in the
eighth-ninth month of school.
This manual “provides insight both on growth to date and likely growth in the future”
(p. 97). As students move up in grade-levels, their scaled scores (SS) should also increase.
For example, the mean score for fourth graders in the spring is a scaled score of 525, with a
standard deviation of 213. In the fall, the same group of students should expect a SS score of
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558, with a standard deviation of 233. By the time that group of students reaches eighth
grade, the mean SS score should be 906. As the grade level increases, so does the standard
deviation, or range of scores.
The scaled score (SS) was utilized to compare students’ performance over time and
across grade levels. “A scaled score is calculated based on the difficulty of questions and the
number of correct responses. Because the same range is used for all students, scaled scores
can be used to compare student performance across grade levels” (Renaissance Learning,
Inc., 2019a, p. 2). Scaled scores were used to monitor student growth during the school year,
so they were also used to monitor student growth during the summer.
The other assessment tools used for this study were the student and parent
questionnaires that were given to participants and non-participants at the end of the summer
and in beginning of the school year. Lastly, the student focus groups generated qualitative
data, they did not need to be measured for validity and reliability. Responses were coded,
interpreted, and reported.
Sampling
The use of convenience sampling was used for this study. Since summer school was
an optional activity, only students who choose to attend summer school and who choose to
participate in the research study could be used. From those who choose to attend summer
school, only students who had completed grades four, five, six, and seven were allowed to
participate in the study. Once the school year was complete, the student was classified at the
next grade level. These four grade levels, fifth through eight, fit the parameters of middle
school readers. Any grade higher required secondary teaching licensure from instructional
staff.
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From this pool of participants, the students were divided equally into two groups
(Group A: book choice, and Group B: assigned books). As best as possible, students were
equally divided according to gender, grade level, and reading levels from their May STAR
reading assessment. Students from varying reading levels were preferred so that one group
did not have all high readers and another group had all struggling readers.
With 97 participants, the groups were comprised of 48 and 49 students. Within each
group were four subgroups that rotated between the four literacy classes. Each of the eight
classes had approximately 10-11 students. Eight teachers were secured for the instruction of
the Literacy Academy.
Questionnaires were sent home to parents of Literacy Academy participants in
September 2019 after the new school had started. The Likert scale questionnaires asked about
students’ reading habits over the course of the summer, and the importance of resources (e.g.,
transportation, food, books, and prizes) provided through the Literacy Academy. Two openended questions asked students about their thoughts of the Literacy Academy program and
future programming. A gift card drawing was used to encourage the return of parent
questionnaires.
Parents of non-participants are also needed for the September reading questionnaire,
to inquire about reading habits of students who did not participate in the school’s summer
Literacy Academy. In order to acquire this group of participants, letters of interest were sent
home during the first week of school in September. A gift card drawing was also used as an
incentive to return the questionnaires.
According to Fraenkel et al. (2015), “convenience samples cannot be considered
representative of any population and should be avoided if at all possible” (p. 101). However,
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since this was the only option for this research, the authors recommended providing very
specific demographic information on test subjects. The authors also recommended replicating
the study to validate the results. Since the research district only has one summer school
session per year, the study could not be replicated until the next summer. The results from
this study, though, would be applicable to the district for future planning and programming.
The results can also support similar activities or even an increase in activities for future
years.
Ethical Considerations
As a middle school teacher in the district, the researcher did not provide literacy
instruction for this study. The role was facilitative in nature. Many of the students moving
into sixth grade next year would be in the researcher’s classroom after the summer school
program. For that reason, it was important to maintain positive relationships with both
participants and nonparticipants. In order to mitigate any conflict in position of power, it was
essential to emphasize that non-participation, participation, or withdrawal from participation
would have no effect on instruction for those students in sixth grade.
The book distribution and summer school program posed no risk to the participants.
All information retrieved from parent and student questionnaires, surveys, and focus group
transcripts remained locked and all information were kept confidential. All paperwork was
coded with numbers to conceal the identity of test subjects. No names or identifying
information was included in this report.
Conclusion
The goal of this study was to reduce the amount of students’ summer learning loss
and to encourage summer reading. The study was designed to explore factors that could
motivate students to attend and engage in summer learning activities. The study was also
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designed to evaluate modifications to both the summer learning programming and the
services made available to students in the summer months. In particular, this study explored
the effects of a literacy-focused program, transportation, nutrition, books, choice, and
attendance rewards on student literacy outputs and motivation to read.
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS
Introduction
Summer learning loss, or the summer slide, is the phenomenon in which students lose
academic knowledge gained in the school year during the summer months as a result of
decreased educational engagement (Leefat, 2015). Students without access to educational
services or students who do not participate in educational activities in the summer months
often begin the school year demonstrating a loss of reading and math skills. According to
Shin and Krashen (2008), students’ reading “appears to be heavily influenced by what
happens over the summer” (p. 18). Summer learning loss is also cumulative. Months of
learning loss each summer cumulatively add up as students advance through the grades
(Leefat, 2015; Shin & Krashen, 2008). Students who begin the school year at a loss often
continue through the school grades falling further and further behind their peers.
Educational activities do not just occur in a school setting. Families can provide
meaningful learning activities at home and they can provide access to other resources such as
libraries, museums, and summer camps. Some families, however, are not able to provide or
access educational activities or resources during the summer months. Summer can be a
critical time for children, especially students who are geographically isolated and/or living in
poverty. Rural location and socioeconomic disadvantage pose challenges for accessing
educational opportunities. Educational programs may exist, but many students do not have
the ability to access them. For many, school-provided learning programs are the only
educational opportunities available for students.
While geographic isolation and poverty can affect reading outcomes, so can
motivation to read. Parsons, A. et al. (2018a) noted that as students move through the grade
levels, their motivation to read decreases and their opinions toward reading become more
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negative. Considering, too, that male students are typically less motivated to read than girls
(Malloy et al., 2017; Parsons, A. et al., 2018a; Senn, 2012), the need to provide access to free
and motivating programming for all students becomes an urgent need.
This study was designed to provide a summer literacy program that could decrease or
prevent summer reading loss as a result of summer vacation. The participating school was a
small, rural, Title I school in northwestern Minnesota. The socioeconomic disadvantage and
geographic isolation of the student population posed many challenges for the students, but
those challenges were alleviated by the many resources provided during the school year (e.g.,
bus transportation, food security, book access, and educational programming).
When school was out for the summer, however, those resources were not available
for many students. While some families are able to provide the resources needed to maintain
the academic learning that occurred during the school year, many families cannot. Students
who needed assistance with nutrition during the school year faced food insecurity in the
summer months. Students had access to classroom libraries during the school year, but
during the summer months families with limited transportation resources may not have been
able to access the library and/or obtain books. During the school year students received
educational support from teachers but in the summer months many parents were too busy
working and spending time commuting to work to support their child’s academic growth. As
a result, many students experienced summer learning loss, or the summer slide, due to the
lack of resources and availability of summer learning opportunities.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this mixed-methods sequential explanatory study was to create a
summer learning program, for middle school students, that contained the characteristics of
transportation, food, free books, book choice, attendance rewards, and a literacy emphasis.
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The idea was to eliminate barriers that may prevent students from accessing or engaging in
reading opportunities during the summer months. Reducing transportation barriers and food
insecurity, while providing incentives such as free books, prizes, and a literacy-rich summer
program were evaluated to note any changes in participation, motivation to attend, and
students’ literacy outcomes. Students were provided with bus transportation to and from the
Literacy Academy, breakfast, lunch, books (to keep), attendance prizes, and a literacyfocused curriculum. The program was created for and made available to middle-school
students in grades five through eight. Reading performance data were compared preintervention and post-intervention. In addition, other variables such as transportation,
nutrition, book access, book choice, and attendance rewards were examined for the role they
played in student attendance, motivation to participate, and literacy learning.
During the school year, 395 of the 396 elementary students (grades K - six) rode the
bus to and from school each day. At the high school (grades seven through twelve), 285 of
the 327 students rode the bus regularly. The need for transportation did not go away when
school was dismissed for the summer months. A summer school program has always been
available to students in grades K-12 but it has not been always been accessible for all
students.
Food insecurity was another significant factor for the district’s students and families.
During the school year, 36.5% of the student population received free or reduced lunches.
This nutritional need did not go away when school was out for the summer months.
Providing meals during the summer learning program was another way to support students
and families while providing the nutrition needed to promote students’ learning.
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A lack of book access is another geographic and economic factor that can contribute
to summer learning loss. For students in this district, the closest library or bookstore was
seven miles from the elementary school and 14 miles away from the high school. The
distance was even further for families living on the outskirts of the district boundaries, out in
the “country.” In addition, the school library was only accessible during summer school for
summer school participants. Even then, students were not allowed to check out books and
take them home. This summer, however, the library was open during the Literacy Academy
for all students in the district to check out books to bring home. Participants in the Literacy
Academy also received 10 - 12 books to keep from the nearly 1,100 books that were acquired
with Scholastic Book Club points, grants, and donations.
In previous years of the summer program, bussing, food, and books were not
provided. Families had to transport their children to and from school so children of working
families could not participate in the program. Food was not served at school and book access
was limited to school hours. Students were not allowed to take books from school home to
read.
The Literacy Academy was a new program designed to motivate middle school
readers. Previous sessions of summer school did not incorporate a specific curriculum or
program, so the program was created that highlighted research-based best practices. The
program included independent reading with conferencing (See Chapter 2, p. 60), teacher
read-aloud (p. 63) and writing (p. 67), small-group reading (p. 65), and readers’ theater (p.
69). The overarching theme of the program was Growing as Readers.
The program was also presented as enrichment rather than remedial. The remedial
tone to the summer school program implicitly communicated to students and families that
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content was not acquired during the school year, so more time was needed in the summer
months. The Literacy Academy was designed to showcase the importance of reading and the
enjoyment that can occur with the right resources, books, and setting. Rather than identify
students who failed to make school year reading progress, the program invited all students to
engage in positive and enriching literacy learning. In this manner, all students could
potentially benefit from the summer literacy program.
Not only did the students lack the resources needed to attend summer learning
programs but they also lacked the desire to attend. In order to increase attendance and
motivation to participate in summer literacy activities, the Literacy Academy supplied many
of the resources regularly provided during the school year (e.g., transportation and nutrition),
in addition to attendance prizes. Enrichment and the joys of reading were emphasized while
providing for students’ basic needs in the summer months.
Research Questions and Hypothesis
This research project used a mixed-methods sequential explanatory design (See Table
4.1). The qualitative explanatory components occurred at the end of the Literacy Academy,
with student focus groups and open-ended questions for parents of participants and nonparticipant students.
1. How does a literacy-focused summer program affect students’ reading outcomes?
2. How do student and family incentives affect summer school attendance?
3. How do school-provided summer learning opportunities (i.e., book distribution and a
literacy-based summer program) affect motivation to read for middle school readers?
Secondary questions.
4. How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement at home during
the summer months?
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5. How does student book choice affect students’ reading engagement during
instructional programming at school?
6. How does a literacy-focused summer program and the incentives offered to students
and families affect parents’ perspectives on summer reading and summer learning?
Hypothesis
The null hypothesis was that there will be no difference in the post-reading outcomes
of students who participated in the summer Literacy Academy program.
Table 4.1
Research Questions, Variables, and Data Collection
Question

Variables

1. Program affects
literacy
outcomes?

IV: Program
DV: Literacy scores

Data Collection

Source of
Data

Method

STAR reading
assessment

Students

Quantitative

2. Incentives affect IV: Bus, food…
attendance?
DV: Attendance

Registration & daily
attendance
Focus groups

Students

Quantitative
Qualitative

3. Opportunities
affect
motivation?

IV: Books &
program
DV: Motivation

Student focus group
Student
Questionnaire

Students

Qualitative
Mixed

4. Book choice
affects home
reading?

IV: Book choice
DV: Home reading

Student
questionnaire
Focus Group

Students

Quantitative
Qualitative

5. Book choice
affects school
engagement

IV: Book choice
DV: Engagement

Observer check- list Students Quantitative
Focus Group
Researcher Qualitative

6. Summer
programming
affects
perspectives?

IV: Summer
program
DV: Parent/Student
perspectives

Parent/Student
questionnaires

Parents &
Students

Mixed
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Alternative Hypothesis
Literacy outcomes will be different at the conclusion of the Literacy Academy.
Results from this study support the alternative hypothesis.
Research Question 1: How Does a Literacy-Focused Summer Program Affect Students’
Reading Outcomes?
Students’ reading outcomes were measured using the standardized STAR reading
assessment (See Chapter 3 for reliability and validity, p. 129). This tool was used as a preand post-test for the Literacy Academy. Since the participating school gives the STAR
reading assessment every September and May, data points from three years were collected to
track summer regression (May to September learning loss). This information was then
compared to participants who did not attend the Literacy Academy in the summer of 2019.
STAR Results
For the purpose of this study, the STAR test was also given four times. It was given
during the school year (May and September 2019), during the first two days of the Literacy
Academy, and during the last week of the Literacy Academy (July and August 2019). Since a
field trip was planned for the last day, students took the test on the third from last day to
catch any other missing students on the day before the last day.
Mean STAR scores were calculated for each grade level. The STAR scores were used
to observe any effects that the Literacy Academy may have on summer learning outcomes
(See Table 4.2). Grades six and seven made gains during the time of the Literacy Academy,
while grades five and eight experienced learning losses. STAR results did not reflect a
program-wide positive impact on literacy outcomes from the Literacy Academy, but the
STAR scores did reflect positive reading outcomes for two grade levels.
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Table 4.2
Difference in Pre-Post Literacy Academy STAR Mean Reading Scores, July to August 2019
Grade

July

August

Difference

5

481

424

-57

6

633

664

+31

7

703

724

+21

8

834

741

-93

Note. There are no norms or benchmarks for summer STAR scores, so an increase or decrease in scores is the
only indicator of progress or learning loss.

Pre-and post-assessments were used to analyze the four-week summer learning
program, but other analysis lenses were used to evaluate students’ summer learning.
Students’ May STAR scores were compared to July in order to observe any literacy loss
when school was not in session. In addition, August and September STAR scores were
evaluated to note any additional learning losses after the Literacy Academy until the
beginning of the school year in September. May and September STAR scores were analyzed
to note any changes to summer learning loss. Since May and September scores were
collected in 2017 and 2018, the outcomes from the Literacy Academy and summer 2019
could be compared to the previous summers. All of these comparisons were used to describe
how the Literacy Academy affected students’ reading outcomes.
In order to compare literacy outcomes from the summer learning program, it was also
desired to know if time away from academic programs affected literacy outcomes. During the
summer of 2019, grades five, six, and seven experienced learning losses when school was
closed from May until the start of the Literacy Academy in mid-July. Currently there are no
summer norm or benchmark scores, so the summer STAR scores were compared to the
spring benchmark scores of the grade prior. For example, fifth-grade May scores were
actually compared to spring benchmark scores for grade four. The subsequent summer STAR
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scores were also compared to that same benchmark score. The fall STAR score was
compared to the fifth-grade benchmark.
In May of 2019, grades five, six, and seven scored above STAR benchmark. By July,
all three groups had maintained a mean score needed to stay within the above benchmark
category. Eighth-grade students scored below benchmark in May and then gained 88 points
to meet the above benchmark category in July (See Table 4.3).
Table 4.3
Difference in STAR Reading Scores, May to July 2019
Grade

May

Spring Benchmark

July

Spring Benchmark

Difference

5

562

Above

481

Above

-81

6

691

Above

633

Above

-58

7

837

Above

703

Above

-134

8

746

Below

834

Above

+88

Note. There are no STAR norms or benchmarks for summer assessments, so both scores were compared to the
spring benchmark. The eighth-grade score in May was above benchmark, but the July score dropped below
benchmark.

The fifth-grade class continued to experience summer learning loss into July and
throughout the summer Literacy Academy. By August, the group’s mean STAR score
dropped below benchmark. However, this same group experienced learning gains during the
four weeks after the Literacy Academy until the next STAR assessment was administrated at
the beginning of the school year in September (See Figure 4.1). The increase was still not
enough to regain the above benchmark category.
When looking at the summer as a whole, grade levels five, six, and seven maintained
above benchmark status. In September, students in grades six and eight returned to school
with an increase in STAR mean scores as compared to May scores. The increased mean
score, however, was not sufficient enough to lift grade eight to above benchmark status.
Students in grades five and seven returned in September with a decrease in STAR mean
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scores as compared to May scores, but they were still able to maintain above benchmark
status.
5th Grade

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

900
800
700
600
500
400
300
M A Y - 19

P R E - LA

P O S T - LA

S E P - 19

Figure 4.1 STAR reading results, May 2019-September 2019.
Summary Statement for Research Question One
Specifically responding to research question one, two grade levels experienced
positive reading outcomes at the conclusion of the Literacy Academy program. Grade six
gained 31 points and grade seven gained 21 points from the beginning of the Literacy
Academy in July to the conclusion the four-week program in August. In addition, the mean
STAR scores for three out of the four grade levels maintained the above benchmark category
throughout the summer months. Two grade levels, six and eight, started the school year with
higher mean STAR scores than when they left school for summer vacation in May.
Retrospective Data
Retrospective data were analyzed in order to understand the trend of summer
programs’ impact on literacy outcomes. It was desirous to analyze the combination of school
year and summer learning, then compare that information to the previous summer of 2018.
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Fifth through seventh-grade students made similar progress during the school year in 2019.
Fifth-grade mean scores increased by 242 points, sixth-grade mean scores increased by 131
points, and seventh- grade scores increased by 212 points (See Figure 4.2). When school was
not in session, all three grades’ mean scores dropped from May to July. During the four
weeks of the Literacy Academy, sixth and seventh-graders’ mean scores increased. The fifthgrade STAR mean score however, continued to decline during this time. The eighth-grade
group demonstrated a very different pattern, with an increase in STAR mean scores while
school was out (+88 points), and a decrease in learning during the Literacy Academy (-181
points). Conversely, all four grade levels made reading gains from the end of the Literacy
Academy in August, until the beginning of school in September, four weeks later. Fifth-grade
students gained 107 points, sixth-grade students gained 37 points, seventh-grade students
gained five points, and eighth-grade students gained 74 points.
Both the sixth and eighth grade students had higher mean scores after summer break
in September than before summer break in May. Fifth-grade students dropped 80 points in
the first part of summer, to rebound with a 30-point loss when school resumed in September.
Seventh-grade students’ mean score plunged 134 points during the first part of summer and
regained 26 points. All four grade levels demonstrated learning growth from mid-August (the
end of the Literacy Academy) to the beginning of school four weeks later in September.

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

5th Grade
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6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

900
800
700
600
500
400
300
M A Y - 18

S E P - 18

MAY - 19

P R E - LA

P O S T - LA

S E P - 19

Figure 4.2 STAR reading results, grades 5-7. The STAR reading assessment scores
were collected in May and September, 2018, as well as May and September from
2019. Participants were also assessed the first and last week of the Literacy Academy.
In an attempt to identify patterns in learning and learning loss during the summer and
school year, Figure 4.2 also shows grade-level STAR scores from May 2018 to September
2019. In the summer of 2018, both fifth and seventh grades returned to school in the fall
having experienced summer reading loss. Fifth-grade students lost 20 points and seventhgrade students lost 17 points. Grades six and eight made small gains. Sixth-grade students
gained eight points and eighth-grade students gained two points. During the 2018-2019
school year, all grades made reading gains. The elementary school grades, five through seven
made similar, positive gains. The seventh grade even surpassed the eighth grade in reading
mean scores.
Data were also collected from 2017 to compare students’ STAR scores from a total of
three summers (See Table 4.4). Two summers included regular summer school programming
with limited participation. Of the 97 Literacy Academy participants in 2019, 18 attended
summer school in 2017 and 11 students attended summer school in 2018. The third summer
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(2019) represents the Literacy Academy with increased participation. The fifth-grade group
dropped in all three summers: 2017 (21.62 points), 2018 (20.48 points), and 2019 (30.31
points). The sixth- grade group dropped over 111 points in 2017, gained almost eight points
in 2018, and gained nearly 11 points in 2019. The seventh-grade group gained two points in
2017, dropped 13 points in 2018, and dropped 108 points in 2019. The eight-grade group
dropped 55 points in 2017, gained two points in 2018, and gained 68 points in 2019.
The data were also compared to benchmark categories because the school uses
benchmark scores for instructional planning. In 2017, all four grade-levels maintained above
benchmark mean STAR scores during the summer months. In 2018, grades six and seven
dropped to below benchmark, and grades five and eight maintained below benchmark mean
STAR scores. All four grade levels started the school year below benchmark. In 2019, grades
five, six, and seven maintained above benchmark mean STAR scores and grade eight
maintained below benchmark mean STAR scores. There was no drop in benchmark category
for any grade so the Literacy Academy was successful in maintaining students’ literacy skills
during the summer months. The 2018 school year started with all four grade levels below
benchmark, but the 2019 school year had three grade levels that began above benchmark.

Grade

May
2017

Sept
2017

Change

May
2018

Sept
2018

Change

May
2019

Pre-Test

Post-Test

Sept
2019

Change

5th

475.39
Above

453.77
Above

-21.62

340.29
Below

319.81
Below

-20.48

561.53
Above

481.38
Above

424.31
Below

531.22
Above

-30.31

6th

664.79
Above

553.69
Above

-111.10

494.00
Above

501.85
Below

+7.85

691.00
Above

633.06
Above

664.40
Above

701.76
Above

+10.76

7th

725.77
Above

727.85
Above

+2.08

642.89
Above

625.56
Below

-17.33

837.87
Above

703.90
Above

724.63
Above

729.72
Above

-108.15

8th

767.67
Above

712.13
Above

-55.54

696.56
Below

699.00
Below

+2.44

746.00
Below

834.00
Above

741.00
Below

814.71
Below

+68.71
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Table 4.4
STAR Reading Scores and Changes, From May to September, With Benchmark Categories

Note. Reading STAR scores are listed from May and September from 2017 to 2019. Below each mean STAR score is the benchmark category of above or below
benchmark. In 2017, all four grade levels maintained above benchmark level from May until the start of the schoolyear in September. In 2018, grades six and
seven dropped benchmark level and grades five and eight stayed below benchmark. In 2019, grades five, six, and seven maintained above benchmark and grade
eight maintained below benchmark.
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In an attempt to compare the effects of the Literacy Academy to the standard summer
school programming, students’ past participation in summer school was documented. Some
of the Literacy Academy participants (19) attended summer school in previous summers. The
students attended summer school in 2017, 2018, or both years. All of the students attended
the Literacy Academy in 2019. The nineteen students’ STAR scores are noted in Table 4.5.
Some students’ scores dropped during the summer months and some made gains. The scores
in bold represent years that the student attended summer school. For example, Student 4 did
not attend summer school in 2017, but did attend in 2018 (+171 STAR score change) and in
2019 (-77 point STAR score change).
The average change in mean score for summer 2017 participants was a drop of 16
points. In the summer of 2018, participants’ mean STAR score demonstrated a growth of 19
points. The difference in this group of participant’s mean STAR score for summer of 2019
was a decline of 56 points. Students’ individual gains or losses from summer to summer were
not consistent.
Some students (e.g. Student 4, Student 31, and Student 54) experienced gains in one
or more summer and losses in one or more summers. Some students experienced learning
loss all three summers (e.g., Students 14, 46, 67, and 91). Despite these individual scores,
three grade levels maintained above benchmark status. The only group (e.g. eighth-grade)
that did not meet benchmark still experienced a mean increase of 69 points.
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Table 4.5
STAR Scores of Students Who Attended Summer School in 2017 and/or 2018, in Addition to
the Literacy Academy in 2019.
Student

May
2017

Sept
2017

Change

May
2018

Sept
2018

Change

May
2019

Sept
2019

Change

45

345

452

+107

493

664

+171

656

579

-77

116

454

430

-24

476

587

+111

761

639

-122

136

298

245

-53

358

392

+34

297

361

+64

146

347

295

-52

378

331

-47

396

378

-18

317

478

338

-140

497

589

+92

989

648

-341

923

924

+1

938

948

+10

426
467

383

356

-27

474

415

-59

539

475

-64

506

447

402

-45

564

578

+14

507

556

+49

546

585

588

+3

939

749

-190

809

973

+164

557

944

927

-17

1031

1102

+71

1079

967

-112

677

601

585

-16

676

631

-45

854

571

-283

717

500

591

+91

572

627

+55

624

496

-128

727

78

91

+13

83

101

+18

245

83

-163

737

192

344

+152

290

303

+13

353

347

-6

7410

251

206

-45

297

365

+68

301

765

243

313

+70

419

341

-78

610

680

+70

787

459

484

+25

514

450

-64

472

361

-111

915

365

332

-32

571

542

-29

696

439

-257

938

774

576

-198

676

757

+81

624

Note. The changes noted in bold print represent the summer that the student attended summer school (2017 or
2018). All participants attended the Literacy Academy in 2019. Subscript numbers next to each student code
number represents the grade level of the student.

STAR Norms
Renaissance Learning provided both norms and benchmarks for the STAR
assessments. Renaissance Learning, however, does not provide grade-level norms or
benchmarks for summer learning. Renaissance Place posted fall and spring norms instead of
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norms for specific months such as May or September. Table 4.6 shows the STAR norm
values for each grade in the spring and in the fall. Assessments at the research school are
consistently given each year in September and May. For this reason, the September Literacy
Academy scores were compared to the fall norms and the May mean scores were compared
to the spring norms.
Table 4.6
Renaissance Learning Mean Norm Values for Scaled Scores, by Grade Level
Grade

Fall
(Aug – Oct)

Standard
Deviation

Spring
(Apr - Jun)

Standard
Deviation

4

455

171

525

213

5

558

233

637

259

6

671

284

786

346

7

795

351

889

374

8

906

370

984

359

Note. Information in this table was retrieved from Renaissance Learning, Inc. The norms were developed in
2017 using assessments from 2014 to 2015.

For the purpose of this study, the fall score of the current grade and the spring score
of the previous grade were analyzed. For example, the fourth graders took STAR assessment
in the spring (May) and then took it again in the fall (September) as fifth graders. Table 4.7
represents the Renaissance Place mean norm values for scaled scores used to compare the
Literacy Academy STAR scores.
The fifth and seventh graders’ mean STAR scores were above the norm in May but
then fell below the norm upon returning to school in September (See Table 4.7). Sixth grade
scored above the norm in both May and September. The eighth graders scored below the
norm in May, gained points over the summer, but still started the school year 91 points below
the norm in September. In May, grades five, six, and seven scored above norm. When school
returned in September, only sixth grade scored above the norm.
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Table 4.7
Difference in STAR Norms and Participants’ Mean Scores, May and September 2019
Grade

May 2019

Category

September 2019

Category

5

562

Above Norm

531

Below Norm

6

691

Above Norm

702

Above Norm

7

838

Above Norm

730

Below Norm

8

746

Below Norm

814

Below Norm

STAR norms reflect a decline in norm categories for grade levels five and seven.
Grade eight maintained the below norm category while grade six maintained a mean score
above norm. These mean scores were then compared to the mean scores of students who
attended previous years of summer school in 2017 and 2018 (See Table 4.5).
There were 17 summer school participants in 2017. Grades five and six maintained
above norm mean STAR scores. Grade seven maintained below norm mean STAR scores
and grade eight dropped to below norm (See Table 4.8). There were 11 summer school
participants in 2018. The fifth-grade students maintained above norm STAR mean scores
while seventh grade maintained below norm STAR mean scores. Sixth grade dropped to
below norm when school returned in September.
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Table 4.8
Previous Summer School Participant’s Mean STAR Scores and Norm Categories
Grade

May 2017

Sept 2017

May 2018

Sept 2018

May 2019

Sept 2019

5

304
Above
Norm

323
Above
Norm

456
Above
Norm

502
Above
Norm

654
Above
Norm

566
Above
Norm

6

426
Above
Norm

392
Above
Norm

650
Above
Norm

599
Below
Norm

618
Below
Norm

643
Below
Norm

7

454
Below
Norm

465
Below
Norm

475
Below
Norm

544
Below
Norm

669
Below
Norm

512
Below
Norm

8

774
Above
Norm

576
Below
Norm

-

-

472
Below
Norm

361
Below
Norm

Note. Summer school had 17 participants in 2017 and 11 participants in 2018. There were no eighth-grade
students who participated in summer school in 2018.

STAR Benchmarks
The students’ STAR scores were also compared to the STAR benchmarks. The
benchmarks are established levels that students are expected to meet in order to achieve endof- year performance expectations. The “Percentile Rank (PR) of 40 is a cut score that serves
as a proficiency benchmark” (Renaissance Learning, Inc., 2018, p. 1). Students who meet the
PR of 40 or higher are expected to achieve learning standards as established by the state.
STAR benchmarks are used by the research school as a measurement to predict passing
scores on the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments (MCA’s). The benchmark scores are
used in grade-level meetings at the research school throughout the school year, so the STAR
scores were compared to benchmark scores for the purpose of this study. Renaissance
Learning benchmark scores are listed in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9
STAR Reading Benchmarks for Fall and Spring
Grade

Fall (Aug - Oct)

Spring (Apr - June)

2

182

279

3

323

392

4

424

479

5

525

584

6

626

698

7

713

806

8

847

908

Note. Scores at or above the benchmark cut scores listed in the table, signify standard mastery. Scores below
benchmark scores signal the need for intervention.

In May of 2019, students in grades five, six, and seven scored above the established
STAR benchmark. In September, the same three grade levels returned to school and scored
above the new fall benchmark as established by Renaissance Learning. Even with a drop of
108 points from May to July, the seventh graders still started school with a score above
benchmark. The eighth grade made gains in the summer, but 32 additional points were
needed to meet benchmark (See Table 4.10).
When presented with norms and benchmarks, benchmarks were primarily used
because the school district utilizes benchmark scores to predict expected growth and
performance on the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments (MCAs) in the spring.
Benchmarks are used by the school district for instructional purposes, so they were used as a
point of reference for this study.
Scores from grades five, six, and seven were at benchmark in May and September.
The scores from fifth grade did fall below benchmark in August but increased by the start of
the schoolyear to score above benchmark in September. Scores from grade eight were below
benchmark in May and September.
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The mean scores are higher as benchmarks than they are as norms because they fall
above the 40th percentile whereas the norms compare students’ scores to the 50th percentile
rank. The research school district does not use norms for any assessments or literacy
comparisons, so this study focused on STAR benchmarks. However, it is noted that norm and
benchmark results are different. Looking at the results as norms (See Table 4.8) only fifth
grade mean STAR scores were above norm. From the benchmark perspective, the STAR
scores of grades five, six, and seven were above the required mean (See Table 4.10).
Table 4.10
Students’ Difference in STAR Mean Reading Scores with Benchmark Category, May to
September 2019
Grade May Benchmark July Benchmark August Benchmark September Benchmark
5

562

Above

481

Above

424

Below

531

Above

6

691

Above

633

Above

664

Above

702

Above

7

838

Above

704

Above

724

Above

730

Above

8

746

Below

834

Above

741

Below

815

Below

Note. This table highlights the mean STAR scores for each grade in May, July, August, and September. The
benchmark label signifies if the mean score is above or below benchmark as determined by Renaissance
Learning. May, July, and August scores were compared to Renaissance Learning’s spring benchmark. The
September scores were compared to Renaissance Learning’s fall benchmark.

Previous summer school participants’ mean scores were also evaluated as
benchmarks (See Table 4.11). In 2017, fifth grade was the only grade level to start the school
year above benchmark. In 2018, grades five and six started school above benchmark. In
2019, the same students started above benchmark in grades five and six.
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Table 4.11
Previous Summer School Participant’s Mean STAR Scores and Benchmark Categories
Grade

May 2017

Sept 2017

May 2018

Sept 2018

May 2019 Sept 2019

5

304
Above

323
Above

456
Above

502
Above

562
Above

531
Above

6

426
Above

392
Below

650
Above

599
Above

691
Above

702
Above

7

454
Below

465
Below

475
Below

544
Below

838
Above

730
Above

8

774
Above

576
Below

-

-

746
Below

815
Below

Note. Summer school had 17 participants in 2017 and 11 participants in 2018. There were no eighth-grade
students who participated in summer school in 2018.

One Sample T-Test for Means
The one sample T-test was conducted to check differences in STAR scores during
different time periods. The overall mean scores for pre-Literacy Academy and post-Literacy
Academy STAR tests were analyzed to monitor any difference that could occur from the
four- week learning program. The t-test indicated that the STAR pre-test given in July was
greater (M = 620.81, SD = 279.91) than the STAR post-test given at the end of the Literacy
Academy in August (M = 599.35, SD = 313.07) and this difference was statistically
significant, t(68) = 15.9, p < .001.
Data were also analyzed to check the effect of the Literacy Academy on overall
summer learning loss. The one sample t-test showed a higher mean score in May (M =
704.58, SD = 255.81) than in September (M = 660.56, SD = 248.11). The difference was
statistically significant at t(68) = 15.9, p < .001. Students lost 44.02 points during the summer
months.
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Independent Samples T-Test for Gender
An independent samples t-test was conducted to check for mean differences in STAR
scores for male and female students. The higher mean score for female students was present
prior to the Literacy Academy and continued throughout the summer (See Table 4.10). The
Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances assumed equal variances for the two groups. The
mean STAR score for females (M = 728.40, SD = 262.02) was greater than males (M =
681.82, SD = 250.55) in May and the statistical significance of the are t(86) = -.85, p = .40.
September mean STAR scores also varied for female (M = 715.33 SD = 251.94) and male (M
= 610.18, SD = 235.90) students. The difference was statistically significant, t(86) = -2.11, p
= .04. The mean STAR scores for the male group demonstrated a more significant amount of
summer learning loss although the group did make gains from the end of the Literacy
Academy until school resumed in September. The female group started the school year with a
loss of 13.07 points while the male group started school with a loss 71.64 of points.
Summary
The Literacy Academy did not increase students’ overall reading outcomes as a whole
group. Evaluating the individual grades, however, provides more specific information about
the program. The fifth grade mean score dropped 30 points and the seventh-grade mean score
dropped 108 points from May to September 2019. The Literacy Academy did, however,
improve certain grades’ growth. The sixth-graders’ mean score rose nearly 11 points and the
eighth-grade score increased by nearly 69 points. These two grades started school in
September at a higher mean score when they left school for the summer months in May.
STAR benchmarks, not just mean scores, also indicate Literacy Academy outcomes
growth. Eighth grade gained 69 points throughout the summer, but started the next school
year below benchmark status. Grades five, six, and seven, though, maintained above
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benchmark status and started the schoolyear in September at above benchmark. In 2017,
grades six, seven, and eight of the Literacy Academy participants who attended summer
school returned to school in September below benchmark. In 2018, grade seven returned to
school below benchmark (there were no eighth-grade participants). In 2019, only eighth
grade returned to school in September below benchmark.
Students’ perceptions of their learning, however, did change. Eighty percent of the
participants preferred the learning activities of the Literacy Academy over those during the
school year and 64% believed that they were more engaged in learning during the summer
program. Seventy-three students believed that their reading skills had improved because of
the Literacy Academy and 74% of the students said that their reading improvement was
better than that during the school year.
Research Question 2: How Do Student and Family Incentives Affect Summer School
Registration and Attendance?
Registration information was collected for the Literacy Academy, as well as from
summer school administrators for the summers of 2017 and 2018. Daily attendance
information was also collected from Literacy Academy (2019) and from summer school in
2018. Daily attendance was not recorded prior to 2018. Student input regarding factors that
affected this year’s registration and attendance was also gathered through five student focus
groups.
Additional information was collected using the end of program parent and student
questionnaires (See Appendices E and D). Both students and parents were specifically asked
if the incentives motivated attendance and participation. Additional questions asked students
and parents to give reasons why the student attended this particular summer learning program
during this particular summer.

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

146

Recruiting Students for the Literacy Academy
As the person promoting the program, the researcher visited the elementary
classrooms weekly and engaged with students in the hallways. Students were shown gift
cards, prizes, and books at each visit. The researcher was not able to promote the program the
same way at the high school. Flyers were sent to the high school teachers, information was
left for parent-teacher conferences, and videos were created to share with the seventh-grade
students. When parents did not receive the information and started emailing that they wanted
information about the program, flyers were mailed home to all seventh-grade students. Fifth
and seventh grade groups (e.g., fourth and sixth grade, during the school year) had the
greatest number of participants.
Registrations
Summer learning participation had historically been low at this school district. Table
4.12 shows the summer school registrations from the academic years of 2015 to 2019.
Students were classified at the grade level attending in the fall. For this reason, students in
grades 1-7 had historically attended summer school at the elementary building and students
in grades 8-12 had attended summer school at the high school. For the purpose of summer
school coding, a seventh grader had just completed sixth grade at the elementary, so he/she
attended summer school at the elementary. Similarly, since the high school building was for
students in grades seven through twelve, an eighth grader was considered a recent seventhgrade student, so he/she attended summer school at that building. Summer school at the high
school was punitive, mandatory for failing a class during the school year, while summer
school at the elementary was voluntary.
Summer of 2019 was the first year that transportation, meals, and books were
provided free of charge for Literacy Academy participants only (not summer school
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participants). It was important, then, to evaluate the role that these incentives (i.e.,
transportation, meals, and books) played on summer learning registration and attendance. It
must also be mentioned that in 2019, siblings of Literacy Academy students (grades 1-4)
were able to ride the bus to and from summer school. The summer school program supervisor
noted that eleven summer school students attended this year because they were able to ride
the bus with their older siblings.
Table 4.12
Summer School Registrations for Years 2015 Through 2019
Grade Level

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Literacy Academy

1-4

18

13

24

21

40

--

5

3

6

8

5

1

33

6

5

3

5

6

2

17

7

0

3

2

2

0

39

8

7

0*

4

9

3

7

10

--

--

--

--

--

1

Total

33

25

43

41

46

97

Note. Eighth grade summer school was not offered in 2016. The Literacy Academy was not offered to students
in grades one through four. High school attendance for grades nine-twelve was not available.

The Literacy Academy, considered separate from summer school, focused
specifically on the voluntary participation of middle-school age students in grades five
through eight. As mentioned previously, eighth grade students had always attended summer
school at the high school. In the summer of 2019, however, students could voluntarily attend
the Literacy Academy at the elementary school. Table 4.13 shows the increase in summer
learning participation.
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Table 4.13
Summer Learning Registration Comparison 2018 Through 2019, Grades 5-8
Activity

School Population
Grades 5-8

Summer Learning
Participants

Summer Learning
Participation

2018 Summer School

239

22

9.2%

2019 Summer School

230

6

2.6%

2019 Lit. Academy

230

97

42.2%

2019 Summer School &
Literacy Academy

230

103

44.8%

The numbers of summer learning registrations among fifth through eighth-grade
students increased from 9.2% in 2018 to 44.8% in 2019. The Literacy Academy alone
provided 42.2% of the total summer learning population in grades five through eight. Figure
4.3 shows the increase in student registrations.
100.00%
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%

42.20%

44.80%

2019 Lit.
Academy

2019
Summer
School &
Literacy
Academy

40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

9.20%

2.60%

0.00%
2018
Summer
School

2019
Summer
School

Figure 4.3 Summer learning participation from 2018-2019.
This representation shows the percent increase in summer learning participation with
the addition of the Literacy Academy.
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Table 4.14 shows the number of registered students for the summer Literacy
Academy, organized by grade-level and gender. For funding purposes, students are classified
at a specific grade-level once the school year is over. For that reason, students in grades four
through seven were recruited for the program during the school year and are referred to as
fifth through eighth graders in the study, respectively.
Table 4.14
Literacy Academy Registrations for 2019
Grade

Male

Female

Total

5th

16

17

33

6th

7

10

17

7th

21

18

39

8th

4

3

7

10th

0

1

1

Total

48

49

97

Retention
One student completed the registration form but then decided, before the school year
ended, that she was too busy to attend the Literacy Academy. Another student had medical
issues that prevented him from participating in the program. These two students did not
collect the eight books in May. The number of participants versus registrations was also
greater for the Literacy Academy than summer school the year prior (See Figure 4.4).
Another two students stopped attending after their first day and five students stopped
attending after their second day. Two students only attended three days. One of those parents
emailed that her son simply had too many summer activities and could not attend the
Literacy Academy. Together twelve students stopped attending after the start of the Literacy
Academy.
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97

100
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93

80
61.5
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40
20

13

Registration

Participants

2018 Summer School

Retention Percentage

2019 Literacy Academy

Figure 4.4 Student registrations and the actual participation numbers for summer
school 2018 and the Literacy Academy 2019. Summer School 2018 retained 61.5% of
the students who registered for the program. The Literacy Academy retained 95.9%
of the students who registered for the program.
Absences
It was communicated to parents that the special summer bus routes (five of them)
were created specifically for the Literacy Academy. For that reason, if a student was going to
be absent, then the parent needed to email the school (i.e., researcher) and the transportation
coordinator ahead of time. The majority of parents complied with this request. The most
frequent reason for an absence was a family vacation. Students missed anywhere from one to
six days for a family vacation. One student missed two weeks, but the researcher was
contacted ahead of time that she would only be attending half of the Literacy Academy days.
The county fair was another reason for many absences during week three. Other reasons such
as illness and funerals were less common.
In order to compare attendance from summer school in 2018 to the Literacy Academy
in 2019, attendance information gathered by teachers in 2018 was first documented (See
Table 4.15). The average days of attendance, out of 16 possible days, was calculated for each
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of the grades, five through eight. The Literacy Academy ran for four weeks, Monday through
Thursday, for a total of 16 days.
Table 4.15
Attendance Data for Summer School 2018
Grade

Number of
Number of
Students Enrolled Students Attending

Average Days of
Percentage of
Attendance
Days in
(out of 16 total days) Attendance

5

5

4

11.5

71.8%

6

6

3

11.3

70.6%

7

2

1

5

31%

8

9

NA

NA

NA

Totals

22

8

9.3

58%

Note. The Literacy Academy program ran for four weeks, Monday through Thursday, for a total of 16 days.
Individual daily attendance was not taken at the high school for grade 8.

Attendance at the Literacy Academy was taken daily by the teachers in the students’
first class and was then collected by the researcher. This information was recorded both for
the study and as a requirement for summer school funding (See Table 4.16). If a student was
absent, and there was no email to give reason why, the researcher emailed parents to inquire
of the student’s absence and to encourage the student’s return as soon as possible.
Table 4.16
Attendance Data for Literacy Academy 2019, by Grade Level
Grade Level

Number of
Number of
Students Enrolled Students Attending

Average Days of
Attendance
(out of 16 total days)

Percentage
of Days in
Attendance

5

33

33

13

81.3%

6

17

17

12.8

80%

7

39

37

10.7

66.9%

8

7

5

11.8

73.8%

10

1

1

12

75%

Totals

97

93

12.1

75.4%

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

152

Attendance data were further analyzed by gender (See Table 4.17). Attendance for the
male students was the highest in sixth grade and decreased for seventh and eighth graders.
Female participation was the highest in eighth grade and fifth grade and decreased in
sixth and seventh grade.
Table 4.17
Average Days of Attendance, by Gender
Grade Level

Male

Percentage

Female

Percentage

5

12.75

79.7%

13.24

82.8%

6

13.43

83.9%

12.30

76.9%

7

10.33

64.6%

11.13

69.6%

8

10.33

64.6%

14

87.5%

10

NA

NA

12

75%

Note. The Literacy Academy was conducted for four, four-day weeks for a total of 16 days.

Attendance in fifth and sixth grade were similar for both genders. Seventh grade
experienced the largest drop in attendance for both genders. It must be noted that attendance
for eighth grade is recorded for the only participant in that grade (See Figure 4.5).
Summary Statement for Research Question Two
Voluntary registration for summer learning rose from thirteen students in 2018 to 97
students in 2019, a 746% increase. When compared to the entire middle school population,
registrations increased from nine percent of the student population in 2018 to 45% of the
population in 2019. The Literacy Academy also retained more registrants as participants. In
2018 the summer school program retained 62% of registered students as participants. In 2019
the Literacy Academy retained 96% of the students. In addition, the Literacy Academy had
an increased attendance rate of 75% as compared to the 58% attendance rate in 2018.
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Figure 4.5 Average percentage of days in attendance, according to grade level and
gender.
Parent and Student Data from Questionnaires
In addition to the quantitative data derived from registrations and attendance, this
study also incorporated the thoughts and opinions of student participants and their parents.
This was needed as a way to explain changes in registrations and attendance. Together, the
amalgam of data contributes to the overall understanding of the Literacy Academy
experience and its outcomes.
When the program was finished, End of Summer Questionnaires were sent home to
students and their parents (See Appendices D and E). Students were asked if incentives
motivated them to register for the Literacy Academy (See Appendix E, item 2). Their
responses are listed in Table 4.18. Eighty-two percent of students were motivated by the
incentives. Parents were also asked if incentives motivated their child to register for the
Literacy Academy and 86% said that the incentives were indeed motivating (See Appendix
E, item 2).
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Table 4.18
End of Summer Questionnaire, Question 1: Incentives as Motivation to Register for the
Literacy Academy
Response

Students

Parents

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

8

13%

2

3%

Disagree

3

5%

7

11%*

Agree

31

49%

19

31%*

Strongly Agree

21

33%

34

55%

In the End of Summer Questionnaire for parents (See Appendix E, item 11), many
commented that the program promotion affected participation. One parent wrote, “the
program was well-promoted and publicized” (See Appendix I, Parent of Student 8). Another
commented that her son, “joined in on Mrs. O’Connell’s excitement for the program” (See
Appendix I, Parent of Student 17).
Parents were also asked if their child initiated the registration for Literacy Academy
(See Appendix E, item 9). Eighty-two percent of parents acknowledged that their middleschool age child asked to participate in the summer learning program (See Table 4.19).
Seventeen percent of parents themselves initiated the student’s participation in the Literacy
Academy. In the End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix E) one parent noted, “my
daughter came to me and begged to be in the Literacy Academy!” (See Appendix I, Parent of
Student 61).
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Table 4.19
End of Summer Parent Questionnaire, Question 9: Student-Initiated Registration for the
Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Disagree

11

17%

Agree

52

82%

In the End of Summer Questionnaire, one parent wrote, “he asked to join” (Appendix
I, Parent of Student 18) another wrote, “he chose to attend to see what the academy was
about!” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 20). Information on students’ motivation to attend the
summer learning program was collected. The age and equal gender representation of this
group was significant for the new, voluntary summer learning opportunity.
Male Students
Reaching all students, but especially middle-school age boys, was an important
component of literacy programs because the number of male participants in this summer
program surpassed any expectations (See Figure 4.6). Of the 97 students who registered for
the Literacy Academy, 48 of them were male students.
When asked why the students decided to attend the Literacy Academy, some boys
said it was the free books and others mentioned the prizes for attendance. One of the boys
commented, “I signed up for, I signed up ‘cause it’s like, oohh, gift cards” (Appendix I,
Student 42). Other boys concurred, but they suggested more gift cards in the future (gift
cards were only distributed during week three).
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Figure 4.6 Registrations by gender.
Literacy Academy registrations, by grade and gender.
Incentives to Attend the Literacy Academy
Not only was an increase in student registrations important, but so was the increase in
student attendance. The resources and incentives, then, served two purposes: to encourage
initial interest and to sustain continued participation in the summer learning program. In
particular, bus transportation and meals were presented as incentives to generate parent
interest in the program. Books, attendance prizes, and a literacy-based program were
presented as motivation to maintain student participation.
Bus transportation. In an effort to limit transportation costs the first year, especially
since those costs were unknown, the school board established district boundaries as bus
boundaries. In Minnesota, students can open-enroll and attend a school not in his/her school
district. As a result, even if a student rode the bus during the school year, if he/she did not
live within district boundaries bus transportation was not provided for the summer Literacy
Academy. This information was printed on all Literacy Academy information, but there were
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still two families who challenged the bussing limitations. The school board would not make
an exception for those outside of the district, so those two students were unable to attend the
Literacy Academy without bus transportation. In the parent questionnaires, six parents
specifically mentioned transportation as an important element of the Literacy Academy.
In all, five bus routes were created to transport students to and from school. One of
the bus routes picked up and dropped off students from the high school in the neighboring
town. An hourly summer daycare program was provided at the high school, so parents could
drop off their child at daycare and the child would be transported to the elementary for the
Literacy Academy.
The End of Program Questionnaire given at school, asked students (n=67) if bus
transportation motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy (See Appendix C, item 1).
Twelve students disagreed (18%) that transportation was motivating. Twenty-four students
(36%) indicated that it was neither important or unimportant, but 31 students (46%) said that
yes, it was important (See Table 4.20).
Table 4.20
End of Program Student Questionnaire, Question 1: Bus Transportation Motivated Me to
Attend the Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

6

9%

Disagree

6

9%

Neither Agree nor Disagree

24

36%

Agree

20

30%

Strongly Agree

11

16%

The majority of students required bus transportation to school during the school year.
While students did not recognize transportation as a motivator, parents recognized that
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transportation was helpful. In the End of Summer Questionnaire open-ended question (See
Appendix E, item 11) one parent wrote, “the bus was a huge reason it made it possible for
him to attend” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 18). Another parent responded that the student
attended this summer and did not attend other summers because, “transportation was
provided” (See Appendix E, Parent of Student 47).
Meals. The elementary school has a 36.5% free and reduced lunch population, and
the food insecurity present during the school year does not go away in the summer months.
For that reason, providing meals was an important component of this program. Working
collaboratively with the school’s food service director, the district was able to qualify for and
provide free breakfast and lunches as part of the Minnesota Eats program. Any student, not
just those in the Literacy Academy, was able to eat breakfast and lunch at school free of
charge. The food services director provided numbers on the average daily breakfast and
lunch. The program served a total of 1,058 breakfast meals and 1,479 lunch meals during the
four weeks, Monday through Friday. Students did not have to eat breakfast and/or lunch if
they did not want to eat. While students outside of the Literacy Academy could eat at school,
the director provided a breakdown of meals served (See Table 4.21) by grade level.
Table 4.21
Breakfast and Lunch Count from the Four-Week Meal Program
Grade

Breakfast

Lunch

Total

Average Daily

Total

Average Daily

5

147

9

228

14

6

174

10

298

19

7

60

4

106

7

8

17

1

29

2

Total

398

24

661

42
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In the End of Program Questionnaire (See Appendix C) students were asked if the
meals (i.e., breakfast and lunch) motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy (See Table
4.22).
Seventeen students (25%) said that nutrition was not important. An additional 22
students (33%) had no opinion about the meals. However, 28 students (42%) acknowledged
that it was indeed important. The school’s free and reduced lunch population is also 36.5%.
Table 4.22
End of Program Student Questionnaire, Question 2: Meals Motivated Me to Attend the
Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

12

18%

Disagree

5

7%

Neither Agree nor Disagree

22

33%

Agree

20

30%

Strongly Agree

8

12%

In the End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix E) parents noted that meals were
important (See Figure 4.7). In the open-ended questions one parent stated that, “transportation
to and from school-lunch provided” were reasons why his/her student attended this year and
not in previous years (See Appendix E, Parent of Student 45). To further add more need for
summer nutrition, one student from the focus group suggested that, “maybe we should have
snack” (See Appendix I, Student11) at the Literacy Academy as well. That would be in
addition to the breakfast and lunch that is already provided in the four-hour program.
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Figure 4.7 Breakfast with a book. Students at the Literacy Academy were provided with free,
daily breakfast and were encouraged to carry a book with them at all times. This male
participant utilized every moment to read. July 2019.
Books. During the last week of school, all participants selected eight books from a
collection of over 1,100 texts of varying genres and reading levels (See Figure 4.8). Students
entered the school library by grade and selected the eight texts that they wanted to take home
and read during the first eight weeks of summer vacation. Once they had selected their eight
texts, they recorded the titles of the books on the June and July Reading Log (See Appendix
A). The students’ book stacks were kept in the library overnight to check for accuracy
recording titles on the reading logs. The next day, the books were placed into cloth bags,
donated by a local bank, and delivered to the students in their classrooms. The June and July
Reading Logs were kept at school with the researcher.
The books that students selected were given to the students to keep. The number was
set at eight because there were eight weeks from the end of the school year until the Literacy
Academy started. Despite any economic disadvantage and geographic isolation of the student
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population, all participants were guaranteed book access during the summer months through
this book distribution. When students returned to school in July for the Literacy Academy,
students indicated whether they had read each book or not. It was emphasized that there was
no reward for reading them nor a penalty for not reading them. Students’ responses were then
tallied to document how many books the students read during the eight weeks away from
school.
The students also received two books at the end of the Literacy Academy. The
students did not select these books, however. They were selected by the researcher based on
the Students’ Reading Inventories (See Appendix B) and the reading level of the texts. The
researcher recorded the two books on each student’s August Reading Log (See Appendix G).
If students attended the last day of the Literacy Academy, they received an additional
book at the end-of-program celebration at a local bookstore. If students had read eight books
during the summer, they were also able to choose a bounded choice text from the local
bookstore’s summer reading program. When the school year resumed, students were mailed
the August reading log and asked if they read the two books selected by the researcher. They
were also asked if they received and read the book from the bookstore and if they received
and read the extra book from the bookstore.
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Figure 4.8 Summer book distribution. Literacy Academy participants selected eight books to
read from the end of the school year until the start of the program. Students selected their
books from a pool of over 1,100 texts that were purchased with grants or were donated by
businesses and organizations. May 24, 2019.
The Literacy Academy program was promoted by highlighting the distribution of
books that the students could select, take home and read and keep. It was important, then, to
know if this was a motivating factor for the students. In the End of Program Questionnaire
(See Appendix C), students were asked whether free books motivated their participation in
the Literacy Academy. Seventy-three percent of students stated that free books were
motivating (See Table 4.23).
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Table 4.23
End of Program Student Questionnaire, Question 3: Free Books as Motivation to Attend the
Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

3

4%

Disagree

4

6%

Neither Agree nor Disagree

11

16%

Agree

16

24%

Strongly Agree

33

49%

In the focus group, one student noted that, “it’s a great program because it can help
kids who don’t have a lot of books and it’s free” (See Appendix I, Student 91). In the End of
Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix E), parents noted the effect that books had on
students’ motivation. One parent wrote, “he came home and asked to join and I believe the
incentives of getting books was why he wanted to” (See Appendix I, Parent of Student 58).
Another parent noted that, “she was excited to get the free books and she enjoys reading”
(See Appendix I, Parent of Student 24).
Prizes. In addition to promoting the distribution of free books, students were also told
that they would receive gift cards and prizes for participating in the Literacy Academy. At
the end of the first week of the Literacy Academy, students who attended the program for
three or four days had the opportunity to select a food coupon from a variety of options (i.e.,
free pizza, free ice- cream, free cookie dough). Students who attended one or two days could
select a random trinket such as a bouncy ball, miniature flashlight, or cosmetic bag. The
majority of students attending three or four days, however, did not want the food coupons. As
one boy remarked, his mother could not drive him to the nearby town to redeem the food
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coupon. Instead, the students preferred the immediate satisfaction of a tangible toy. As a
result, a student who had attended three or four days could select any one item.
Students also had the opportunity to win two gift cards. Each day that a student
attended the Literacy Academy, he/she was given a piece of paper to write his/her name for a
gift card drawing. There were two $25 gift cards, one for a sporting goods store, and one for
Target. On the last day of the program, two students’ names were drawn for the gift cards.
All of the gift cards were taken, as were all of the 30 water tumblers made
specifically for the Literacy Academy. The exact number of most prizes (e.g., chapstick,
water bottles, squishy balls) was not counted. The number of stuffed animals and other
trinkets was not documented. It was important to collect a variety of prizes, but the exact
number was not recorded (See Figure 4.9).

Figure 4.9 Attendance awards. Attendance prizes were collected from community
organizations and businesses to be distributed to students weekly. July 10, 2019.
To assess whether or not these gift cards and prizes were motivating for students’
participation, students were asked to reflect on the prizes in the End of Program
Questionnaire (See Appendix C, Item 4). Seven students (10%) were not motivated by these
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incentives (See Table 4.24). Eleven students (16%) did not have an opinion about this but 49
students (73%) indicated that they were motivated by the prizes.
Table 4.24
End of Program Student Questionnaire, Question 4: Gift Cards, Clothes, and Other
Incentives Motivated Me to Attend the Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

3

4%

Disagree

4

6%

Neither Agree nor Disagree

11

16%

Agree

16

24%

Strongly Agree

33

49%

Parents also noted the impact that prizes had on the students’ motivation to attend the
Literacy Academy. In the End of Summer Questionnaire open-ended questions (See
Appendix E) one parent noted that his/her child, “liked the incentives” (See Appendix I,
Parent of Student 89) while another wrote that his/her child “loves to read already, but the
incentives and new books offered to her were appealing” (See Appendix I, Parent of Student
1). Another parent wrote that her child was, “truthfully, extrinsically motivated by prizes,
books, and friends participating” (See Appendix I, Parent of Student 4).
Friends. An incentive indirectly provided by the program was time with friends.
While there was no study question specifically addressing time with friends as an incentive,
27 students noted in the first open-ended question of the End of Program Questionnaire (See
Appendix C) that friends motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy (See Figure 4.10).
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Figure 4.10 Friends as motivation to attend the Literacy Academy. Students were
asked about factors that motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy. Friends was
the most commonly written response.
Participants in four focus groups emphasized the importance of time with friends.
Two girls commented together that, “I love reading” (Appendix I, Student 91), “and it was
kind of cool that you’re giving everyone the chance to get to see your friends in the summer”
(Appendix I, Student 41). In the end-of-program questionnaires, seven parents specifically
noted that time with friends was a factor for their child registering and regularly attending the
Literacy Academy. For example, one parent noted that his/her child attended the Literacy
Academy this year and not previous years because “many classmates were attending” (See
Appendix I, Parent of Student 8). Another wrote that “hearing that many of his peers were
signed up helped with the excitement also” (See Appendix I, Parent of Student 17).
Motivation to Attend
During the last week of the Literacy Academy, students were given the End of
Program Questionnaire to provide their feedback on factors that motivated participation

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

167

(Appendix C). Students first answered five questions using a Likert scale and then answered
two open-ended questions. Not all students were present to answer the questionnaire.
Four questions previously mentioned asked of motivating factors such as bussing,
meals, books, and prizes. The final question asked students if the literacy-focused format
motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy. Seven students (10%) were not motivated
by the literacy program (See Table 4.25). Eleven students (16%) did not have an opinion
about this, but 49 students (73%) were motivated by the literacy focus.
Table 4.25
End of Program Student Questionnaire, Question 5: The Literacy-Focused Program
Motivated Me to Attend the Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

3

4%

Disagree

4

6%

Neither Agree nor Disagree

11

16%

Agree

16

24%

Strongly Agree

33

49%

Of the 97 registered participants, 67 students were present to answer the questions,
but not all students answered the open-ended questions. Some provided more than one
answer. The first open-ended question from the questionnaire collected students’ responses
as to what motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy in 2019. Twenty-seven (40.3%)
answered that seeing their friends and coming to the Literacy Academy with friends was the
most important motivator. Twelve students (17.9%) listed hot chocolate station as the next
most popular response, seven students (10.4%) wrote getting away from home/there was
nothing else to do, six students (8.9%) stated prizes and gift cards, six students (8.9%) said
that parents forced the student to attend, and five students (7.5%) attended because of reading
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opportunities (See Figure 4.11). There were thirteen other responses (19.4%) such as books,
breakfast, and that the program sounded fun.
Using responses from the student focus groups, both male and female focus groups
talked about the importance of prizes for attending the Literacy Academy. Students also
mentioned that books were a valuable incentive for attending the program. One girl said, “I
just really wanted to come here for the books, not all the prizes” (Appendix I, Student 91).
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Figure 4.11 Motivation to attend. Students were given a Questionnaire with an openended question, asking what motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy.
In the End of Summer Questionnaire mailed home in September, students (See
Appendix D, item 1) and parents (See Appendix E, item 1) were asked if incentives in
general (e.g., transportation, meals, books, and prizes) motivated the students to attend the
Literacy Academy regularly. Eighty percent of students said that the incentives were
motivating for regular attendance. Eighty-six of parents acknowledged that the incentives
were motivating for their child (See Table 4.26).
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Table 4.26
End of Summer Questionnaire, Question 2: Incentives as Motivation to Attend Regularly
Response

Students

Parents

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

6

10%

2

3%

Disagree

7

11%

7

11%*

Agree

30

48%

22

35%*

Strongly Agree

20

32%

32

51%

Student suggestions. The second open-ended question of the End of Program
Questionnaire (See Appendix C) asked what would need to be offered for the student to
attend the Literacy Academy next year.
There was a varied array of responses and some students offered more than one
answer, but the most popular suggestions included prizes and gift cards (12), group choice so
that students could be with their friends (7), the hot chocolate station (6), and more books (6).
Ten students stated that no changes were needed for next year; they liked the program just as
it was (See Figure 4.12). Other responses included the use of phones during recess, no STAR
tests, coffee, and more computer free time. Boys, in particular, emphasized the need for gift
cards in the future.
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Figure 4.12 Student suggestions for the Literacy Academy. In an open-ended
question, participants were asked what changes should be made for the Literacy
Academy next year. More prizes and gift cards were the most commonly requested
item for next year. Computer free time and time to use phones were among the many
suggestions in the ‘other’ column.
In the student focus groups, one student suggested more “$25 gift cards” (See
Appendix I, Student 46). Students also liked the squishy balls (See Figure 4.13) and
requested more sports items like “footballs and basketballs” (See Appendix I, Student 73).

Figure 4.13 Attendance prizes. The squishy balls were one of the most frequently mentioned
prizes by the male participants. July 10, 2019.
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Within the student focus groups, both boys and girls overwhelmingly agreed that time
with friends was important. Many students suggested that next year the students have the
opportunity to choose their groups and the friends who are in those groups. One boy
mentioned that his decision to return next summer hinged on, “different groups and it would
just depend on who’s coming” (See Appendix I, Student 67). One girl stated that, “I need to
just have like all our friends together” (Appendix I, Student 91).
Many factors motivated students to attend the Literacy Academy. According to the
End of Program student Questionnaire (See Appendix C), students participated to see their
school friends and to enjoy extra incentives like the free books (with book choice) and hot
chocolate. Focus group responses included the approval of stress balls, hot chocolate, and
books. One student noted,
“Um, I think it’s nice that you’re giving other kids like things…I think that’s nice
because maybe some kids needed a new shirt today and then got one. Yeah. Like, maybe
someone wanted something but their parents don’t have enough money for that.” (See
Appendix I, Student 35)
One boy expressed disappointment in the focus group that his sister, who was in
summer school but not old enough to be in the Literacy Academy, could not pick out any
prizes. He said, “My sister was really bummed out that she wasn’t going to get prizes” (See
Appendix I, Student 42).
Non-participants. It was also desired to know why students did not participate in the
Literacy Academy. At the beginning of the following academic year questionnaires were sent
home to the 133 students who did not participate in the Literacy Academy. Ten parents
agreed to complete and return the non-participant End of Summer Questionnaire (See
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Appendix F). They were asked if a scheduling conflict prevented them from attending the
summer learning program (See Item 8) or if a lack of transportation was a factor (See Item
9). Four parents (40%) acknowledged that scheduling conflicts prevented their child from
attending the Literacy Academy (See Table 4.27).
Table 4.27
End of Program Questionnaire for Non-Participants, Question 8: Schedule Conflict
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

20%

Disagree

4

40%

Agree

2

20%

Strongly Agree

2

20%

A lack of transportation was noted by three parents (30%) as a reason why their child
did not attend the Literacy Academy. Seven parents (70%) did not have a need for summer
transportation (See Table 4.28).
Table 4.28
End of Program Questionnaire for Non-Participants, Question 9: Lack of Transportation
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

20%

Disagree

5

50%

Agree

0

0%

Strongly Agree

3

30%

Of the 10 returned questionnaires, six parents (60%) noted that their child was not
interested in the program (See Table 4.29). Four parents (40%) disagreed that their children’s
lack of participation was due to a lack of interest in the program.
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Table 4.29
End of Program Questionnaire for Non-Participants, Question 10: Lack of Interest in the
Program
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

20%

Disagree

2

40%

Agree

4

20%

Strongly Agree

2

20%

Parents of non-participants were also asked if the literacy emphasis deterred
participation in the Literacy Academy. Only one parent (10%) acknowledged that their child
did not like the literacy focus of the program (See Table 4.30).
Table 4.30
End of Program Questionnaire for Non-Participants, Question 11: Dislike of the Literacy
Emphasis
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

5

50%

Disagree

3

30%

Agree

1

1%

Strongly Agree

0

0%

From the information gathered from the parents of non-participants, it appears that a
combination of factors prevented children from attending the Literacy Academy. One or
more of these factors included summer scheduling conflicts, a lack of transportation, and a
lack of interest in the program itself.
Parent Data
Both parents of participants (See Appendix E) and parents of non-participants (See
Appendix F) were asked if their child took part in other summer learning activities or camps
during the summer months (See End of Summer Parent Questionnaire, item 5, and End of
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Summer Non-Participant Parent Questionnaire, item 6). Of the students who participated in
the Literacy Academy, 51 students (81%) did not attend a summer learning activity other
than the Literacy Academy. Only 12 students (19%) participated in another form of summer
learning (eight agreed and four strongly agreed). For those who did not participate in the
Literacy Academy, nine parents (90%) stated that their child did not attend any other summer
learning activity. Only one student (10%) participated in a summer learning program (See
Table 4.31). For many, the Literacy Academy was the only summer learning program in
which they participated.
Table 4.31
End of Program Questionnaire Question 5 (Parents) / Question 6 (Non-Participants):
Participation in Other Summer Learning Activities
Response

Participants

Non-Participants

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Yes

12

19%

1

10%*

No

51

81%

9

90%*

Total

63

100%

10

100%

Parents of participants and non-participants were also asked if their child visited any
educational locations during the summer months (See Table 4.32). Example locations could
include the library, a museum, bookstore, or state park (See End of Summer Parent
Questionnaire, item 6, and End of Summer Non-Participant Parent Questionnaire, item 7).
Forty-seven participants (74%) visited an educational location. Of the non-participants, nine
students (90%) visited some form of educational location. More students, for both groups,
visited an educational location (e.g. library, museum, state park) than participated in a
structured, educational summer learning program.
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Table 4.32
End of Summer Questionnaire Question 6 (Parent) / Question 7 (Non-Participant): Summer
Visits to Educational Locations
Response

Participants

Non-Participants

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Disagree

16

25%

1

10%

Strongly Agree

47

74%

9

90%

Total

63

99%

10

100%

Summary
Registrations and attendance increased for the Literacy Academy. Compared to
previous years’ summer school, registration for the Literacy Academy increased by 746%.
Forty-two percent of the students in grades five through eight registered for this program.
Those who registered also attended the Literacy Academy, with a 96% retention rate.
Attendance also increased. In 2018 the summer school attendance rate was 58% but the
attendance rate at the Literacy Academy in 2019 was 75%.
When asked what motivated attendance, students said that bussing (46%), meals
(42%), books (73%), and prizes (73%) motivated attendance. Many parents (86%) noted that
the incentives encouraged regular attendance at the Literacy Academy. Bussing, meals,
books, and attendance prizes were never offered in previous years of summer school. The
Literacy Academy program was the first to offer such incentives for students. Students
reported additional reasons for participating, such as spending time with their friends and
drinking hot chocolate every day.
Research Question 3: How Do School-Provided Summer Learning Opportunities Affect
Motivation to Read for Middle School Readers?
In order to evaluate students’ motivation to read, the students themselves were
encouraged to discuss any factors that motivated them to read during the summer months.
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Student focus groups were purposefully organized as male groups and female groups in order
to create a non-threatening environment that would not inhibit students’ responses. This was
meant to increase student comfort and honesty (Hinojosa et al., 2014; Krol et al., 2013) (See
Table 4.33). Hanson et al. (2017) suggested keeping child focus groups to six children or less
as it encourages more participation. For that reason, each group contained three students to
facilitate more responses from each participant.
Students were encouraged to provide input about programming elements that
motivated them to read more content and to read more frequently. Their responses were
audio recorded while the researcher took notes on who was speaking and what was said.
Following the research model of Pawlowski et al. (2014), all focus groups were conducted
and transcribed by the same researcher in order to ensure consistency.
Table 4.33
Student Focus Group Composition
Focus Group

Gender

Time

Student Grade

1

Male

19:25

637, 327, 426

2

Female

14:30

615, 757, 116

3

Male

11:28

677, 477, 737

4

Male

20:49

727, 467, 797

5

Female

24:46

915, 415, 357

Note. The focus groups contained all male or all female students and the duration of the focus group depended
upon the discussions of the students. The student column contains the code number for each student (See
Appendix I) as well as the grade level of the student.

General Focus Group Comments
Student focus groups were led by the students. The focus groups were unstructured,
giving students the freedom to freely express their thoughts and ideas, with occasional
prompting from the researcher to clarify comments. This was done to give the students more
control of the directions of the discussion as well as the content covered. The researcher
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facilitated the beginning of the focus group by asking the students to discuss what they liked
and disliked about the Literacy Academy. Students’ responses directed the progression of the
discussion.
Occasionally, the researcher would check for clarification. If there was a pause, the
researcher would refer to elements of the study such as incentives and motivation.
All of the groups expressed compliments towards the program and expressed their
increased interest in reading. Specifically, one girl stated, “it’s a great program” (Appendix
I, Student 35). Other students were in agreement that their reading time had increased this
summer because of the Literacy Academy. One boy said, “I feel like I have read more” (See
Appendix I, Student 67). Another boy noted that he reads when he gets bored playing
outside, “I could go inside and read” (Appendix I, Student 67). Some students commented
that they were already motivated readers, so the program maintained or improved their
motivation to read. They did recognize that they read more because there were more reading
activities at the Literacy Academy, and this increased their motivation to attend the program.
One student compared the
Literacy Academy to reading activities during the school year and noted that, “this is
a lot more fun” (Appendix I, Student 67).
When asked if students would return next summer, most students said yes. One girl
stated that she would attend “every year until I can’t” (Appendix I, Student 61). Only one
focus group participant acknowledged that his participation was not entirely voluntary, that
his parents made him attend. He also stated that his parents would “make me” (Appendix I,
Student 72) attend next summer as well.
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In terms of the Literacy Academy program, one seventh-grade boy stated that, “I
really do like coming rather than playing video games” (Appendix I, Student 32). A fifthgrade girl said that “I’d rather go to the Literacy Academy than the fair” (Appendix I,
Student 61). Yet another expressed that “I feel like this is a very good program to have for
kids” (Appendix I, Student 35). One parent even mentioned, with disbelief, that her daughter
lamented at missing the Literacy Academy to attend Disneyworld (Appendix I, Student 83)!
The principal noted that students arrived at school with a book in hand each day.
When he asked about what they were reading, they would not only talk about the story but
show him their books. He stressed that the enthusiasm to read was far greater at the Literacy
Academy than during the school year.
Questionnaires
In the End of Summer Questionnaire, students were asked if their participation in the
Literacy Academy resulted in increased summer reading (See Appendix D, Item 12). Fifty
students or 79% of those who completed the questionnaire acknowledged that the program
did motivate an increase in student reading (See Table 4.34).
Table 4.34
End of Program Questionnaire, Question 12: Students’ Perception of Increased Reading Due
to Participation in the Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

4

6%

Disagree

7*

11%

Agree

29*

46%

Strongly Agree

21

33%

Note. Two students selected the number 2.5 (in-between disagree and agree) to indicate how much they
increased summer reading.
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To check for engagement differences in the male and female groups, question nine
from the End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix D) was analyzed using a
nonparametric measure. A Mann-Whitney test indicated that male (Mdn = 2.5) and female
students (Mdn = 3) were similarly engaged at the Literacy Academy.
Summary Statement for Research Question Three
Students expressed that the Literacy Academy, with its book distribution and literacyfocused program, motivated them to read in the summer months. Seventy-nine percent of the
respondents acknowledged that their reading time increased as a result of the Literacy
Academy. A common theme in student focus groups was students’ enjoyment of the program
and the desire to return in years to come.
Research Question 4: How Does Student Book Choice Affect Students’ Reading
Engagement at Home During the Summer Months?
All Literacy Academy students received 10 - 12 texts to read at home during the
summer months. Students selected their own eight books in May and were given 2 additional
books in August. Many, but not all, participants had the option to select another book at the
local bookstore, and some were able to receive a bounded choice text at the local bookstore
as well.
Students’ reading engagement at home was measured using a June and July Reading
Log (See Appendix A) and the August Reading Log (See Appendix G). The specific titles of
students’ books were recorded, and the students indicated whether or not they actually read
the books. In addition, students’ opinions regarding book choice was addressed in the student
focus group discussions.
Originally, the program plan was to give students texts, in August, based on their
Reading Inventory (See Appendix B) and the books’ reading levels. However, a late grant
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award from United Way provided more funding for books. The money was used to purchase
the original researcher-assigned texts, but it was also used to pay for students’ books
purchased at the local bookstore for the end of program celebration. Students who attended
the Literacy Academy on the last day were able to select their own text at the bookstore. In
addition, students who had read eight books during the summer months were able to select a
bounded choice text from the local bookstore reading program. This particular program
offered 6 - 8 specific texts for particular grade levels, from which students could select their
extra book. Only 72 students (77%) attended the last day of the program so not all students
received the bookstore book, nor did all receive the extra reading program text provided by
the bookstore
Book Distribution
During the last week of school, Literacy Academy participants selected eight books to
take home, read, and keep. Over 1,100 books were displayed in the school library for
students to choose (See Figure 4.14). Students selected their eight books and wrote the names
of the books on the June and July Reading Logs (See Appendix A) remained in the library to
ensure that the papers were completed and that everyone had their books (See Figure 4.15).
The next day, books were placed in cloth bags, donated from an area bank, and sent home
with students.
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Figure 4.14 Book distribution in May. Students selected eight books from a pool of nearly
1,100 texts of varying genres and reading levels. May 24, 2019.

Figure 4.15 June and July reading log. When the students selected their eight books, they
recorded the titles of those books on this reading log. The log was kept and school so that
when students returned on the first day of the Literacy Academy, they could mark whether or
not they had read the particular books. May 24, 2019.
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As a friendly reminder to read those eight texts, a postcard was mailed home to each
participant in June. Students were also asked to email me if they would like to share their
thoughts and feelings about a particular book (See Figure 4.16).

Figure 4.16 Student communication. Students were asked (not required) to send the
researcher a note about books that they were reading. This note was mailed to the researcher.
June 30, 2019.
Even though email was used to communicate with parents, postcards were still mailed
to students. In July, another reminder postcard was mailed to participants that also included
their bus number and pickup time (See Figure 4.17). Postage for these postcards was paid by
the school district.
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Figure 4.17 Student postcards. Postcards were mailed to students in June and July. This
postcard from July served as a reminder about the starting date of the Literacy Academy, as
well as provided the bus route and pickup time for each student. July 1, 2019.
When students came to school for the first day of the Literacy Academy, the teacher
in the first class distributed the June and July reading log so that students could mark if they
had read the books or not. It was emphasized that there were no prizes for reading, nor were
there any penalties for not reading them. Students were encouraged to answer honestly.
Seventeen students (18.9%) did not read a single book and the majority of students (53.3%)
read between one and four books (See Table 4.35).
For the 90 students who completed the June and July reading log (See Figure 4.15), a
total of 720 texts could have been read. According to the reading logs, however, only 270
(38%) of the books were read by the first day of the Literacy Academy. Nine (10%) of the
respondents read all eight texts while 17 (20%) read none of them (See Figure 4.18). The
average number of books read was three books.
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Table 4.35
Student-Selected Texts Read in June and July
Books Read

Frequency

Percentage

0

17

18.9%

1

16

17.8%

2

13

14.4%

3

8

8.9%

4

11

12.2%

5

9

10%

6

6

6.7%

7

1

1.1%

8

9

10%

Totals

90

100%

18
16
14
12
10

0 Books 1 Book 2 Books 3 Books 4 Books 5 Books 6 Books 7 Books 8 Books

Figure 4.18 Number of books read. All participants selected eight books to read
during June and July when school was not in session. This table shows the frequency
of students who read specific numbers of those texts.
Information on the June and July books read was also broken down to the grade level
(See Table 4.36). More seventh graders, than any other grade, read zero texts. More fifth
graders, than any other grade, read all eight texts.
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Table 4.36
Books Read in June and July, by Grade Level
Grade

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

5

4

4

6

3

7

3

2

0

5

6

0

3

3

2

4

1

2

0

1

7

13

8

3

2

0

4

2

1

1

8

0

1

1

1

0

1

0

0

2

Total

17

16

13

8

11

9

6

1

9

Percentage

19%

18%

14%

9%

12%

10%

7%

1%

10%

Information on texts read was further broken down by gender (See Table 4.37). For
example, nine male seventh grade students did not read any texts. Four seventh-grade female
students did not read any of the books that they selected. Of the fifth-grade students who read
all eight texts, 80 percent of them were male.
Table 4.37
Books Read in June and July, by Grade Level and Gender
Grade

Gender

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

5

Male

3

2

3

0

1

2

1

0

4

Female

1

2

3

3

6

1

1

0

1

Male

0

2

0

1

2

1

1

0

0

Female

0

1

3

1

2

0

1

0

1

Male

9

4

0

0

0

2

2

0

1

Female

4

4

3

2

0

2

0

1

0

Male

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

2

Female

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

Total

17

16

13

8

11

9

6

1

9

6
7
8

Note. This table shows the number of students who read each specific number of books from May until midJuly. All students received eight books. Seventeen students read zero of them, nine students read all eight
books.
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August Book Distribution: Assigned Texts, Bounded Choice, and Student-Selected
On the second day of the Literacy Academy, students completed a Student Reading
Inventory (Appendix B). This log was used for the researcher to select books, along with
reading levels, for students at the end of the program.
The first question asked about the types of reading that the student enjoyed (See
Table 4.38). The second question asked which genre the student enjoyed reading. Some
students circled one answer for each question while other students circled multiple answers
for each question.
Table 4.38
Students Preferred Type of Reading
Grade /
Gender

Books in Favorite Graphic Newspaper Books Digital Magazine Online
Series
Author Novel
on Tape Books
Reading

5th Male

7

3

5

2

0

2

0

4

Female

13

5

14

0

0

4

1

2

6th Male

5

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

Female

9

4

4

0

2

1

0

1

7th Male

12

7

4

0

0

1

1

1

Female

12

9

7

2

1

2

0

0

8th Male

2

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

Female

3

1

0

0

0

1

0

1

10th
Female

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total

64

32

36

5

3

11

2

9

Note. Eighty-six students completed the Student Reading Inventory and many students selected more than one
answer for preferred reading. The table reflects students’ responses.

Students preferred to read books in a series (74%) and graphic novels (42%). They
also liked books by their favorite author (37%). Less-preferred writing included newspapers
(6%), books on tape (3%), digital reading (e.g., Kindle) (13%), magazines (2%), and online
reading (10%) (See Figure 4.19).
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60
50
40
30
20
10

Figure 4.19 Students preferred type of reading. Books in a series, books by students’
favorite authors, and graphic novels were the students’ most frequently preferred
types of reading. Students could select more than one reading preference.
Students preferred books in series, books by their favorite authors, and graphic
novels. Sixty-four students (74%) stated that they like to read books that were part of a series
(e.g., The Chronicles of Narnia). Thirty-two students (47%) said that they liked to read books
by their favorite author (e.g., Jeff Kinney). Thirty-six students (42%) said that they enjoyed
graphic novels (e.g., Science Comics Dogs: From Predator to Protector). Some students read
other forms such as digital books (13%) and participated in various opportunities to read
online (10%).
In terms of students’ preferred genre (See Table 4.39). Fiction was the most preferred
genre with 59 students (69%) circling this genre on the reading inventory. Thirty-six students
like mystery (42%), 31 students (36%) enjoy nonfiction, and 28 students (33%) enjoy
realistic fiction.
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Table 4.39
Students Preferred Genres
5th
5th
6th
6th
7th
7th
8th
8th
10th Total
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Female

Genre
Fiction

6

14

5

4

14

12

1

2

1

59

Historical
Fiction

2

2

1

1

2

7

2

0

0

17

Realistic
Fiction

2

7

2

5

5

7

0

0

0

28

Science
Fiction

4

7

0

3

1

6

0

0

0

21

Mystery

2

9

0

5

6

10

1

2

1

36

Comedy

5

8

1

4

2

2

0

1

0

23

Traditional
Fiction

0

1

1

1

0

1

0

0

0

4

Nonfiction

4

9

0

3

7

7

0

1

0

31

Biography

0

2

0

2

0

7

1

0

1

13

Autobiography

1

2

0

0

0

4

0

0

1

8

Graphic Novel

1

6

0

4

2

6

1

1

0

21

Poetry

1

3

0

1

0

3

0

2

0

10

Students’ preferred genres (See Figure 4.20) and reading types were not known until
the first week of the Literacy Academy. The first book distribution in May, could not account
for students’ interests but great efforts were taken to provide a variety of book genres and
book types to provide enough choices for students. Examples of different book types
included: Wings of Fire (books in a series), Diary of a Wimpy Kid (favorite author), and A
Wrinkle in Time (graphic novel). Book examples of the different genres included: Mercy
Watson to the Rescue (fiction), I Survived the Sinking of the Titanic, 1912 (historical fiction),
Seedfolks (realistic fiction), The Westing Game (mystery), Diary of a Wimpy Kid (comedy),
Grimm’s Fairy Tales (traditional fiction), Mistakes that Worked (nonfiction), Long Walk to
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Water (biography), I Am Malala (autobiography), Calvin and Hobbes (graphic novel), and
US Poetry (poetry).
60
50
40
30
20
10

Figure 4.20 Student genre preferences. Fiction was the most preferred genre for the
middle-school students.
The reading ability of the student was established by using the STAR reading
assessment. Once students have taken the assessment, the program provides a ZPD (Zone of
Proximal Development) reading range for each student. The students’ ZPD range from May
was used a part of the criteria to select texts for students. Within the Literacy Academy,
participants’ reading ranges started as low as 2.2 grade equivalent and reached as high as
13.0 grade equivalent. Each student was given two books based off of their comments on the
reading interest log entries (See Figure 4.21), the reading ability of the student, and the
reading level of the texts. This book distribution differed from the one at the end of the
school year because the books were selected by the researcher and not the student. This was
done to see if student choice affects students’ motivation to read the books.
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Figure 4.21 Student reading inventory. All students were given this interest inventory to
complete during the first week of the Literacy Academy. Students’ responses, along with the
students’ ZPD reading range, were used to select books for the August book distribution.
This student only wanted to read basketball books. July 19, 2019.
When planning for this study, initially the idea was to have students select texts in
May and the researcher would select texts at the end of the program in August. After the
students had selected their books in May, however, a grant for $3,000 was awarded to be
used for books. Since the 1,100 books for the book distribution in May had already been
acquired, the money was used for an end-of-program celebration. Since many of the students
rarely have the opportunity to visit a library or a bookstore, it was decided to take the
Literacy Academy participants to the local bookstore and let them select a book for $14 or
less.
The book cost was initially set at ten dollars. The bookstore manager stated that most
paperback books for juvenile readers cost between $9.99 and $14. With the large group
purchase, and being an educator, they offered a 25% discount if the books were purchased all
together in one transaction. With this discount, a $14 book cost the Literacy Academy
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$10.50, so it was decided that $14 was the maximum allowed for a book. Students could only
purchase one book (not a combination of books that added up to $14) and the purchase had to
be a book (not a writing journal or game).
This bookstore field trip altered the initial plan for student-selected versus assigned
texts. Students’ choice book was the book selected at the local bookstore. If a student did not
attend school that day, then he/she did not receive a book. Students who had read eight books
during the summer were able to complete a form at the bookstore that gave them another
book. This book, however, was a bounded choice text. Students at each grade level chose a
text from options selected by the bookstore. Not all students met the store requirements for
the bounded choice book. For that reason, the bounded choice information was not applicable
for all participants.
In September, students were given the August Reading Log to inquire of their second
set of books (See Appendix G). The first question asked if students received and read a book
from the local bookstore. If a student did not attend school on the last day, he/she did not
select a text. This is the reason for the NA column in Table 4.40. Of the 72 students who
attended the Literacy Academy on the last day to pick a book, 36 students (50%) read the
book that they selected.
The next question asked if students received and read the local bookstore bounded
choice text. Of the 37 students who received a bounded choice book, 23 students (62%) read
the book. The last two questions asked students if they read the books given to them from
me, the researcher, using their student reading inventory responses. The students’
questionnaires were personalized, as the students’ specific book titles were recorded on them.
Ninety-five students received two books each, in August. Of the 95 total students, 62
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returned the August Reading Log (Appendix G) to respond to their reading during the last
two weeks of summer. Of the 126 books given to those 62 students, 48 books were read
(38%) in their entirety by the end of the summer. Fourteen students (23%) did not read any of
the researcher-selected texts. Table 4.40 shows the texts that students acquired and read
during the last two weeks in August before school started.
Table 4.40
August Reading Log: Books Read by Students in the Month of August
Grade

5
6
7
8

Gender

Researcher-Selected
Books Read

Bounded Choice Books
Read

Student-Selected
Books Read

0

1

2

0

1

NA*

0

1

NA**

Male

2

3

3

2

4

2

2

6

0

Female

5

5

5

3

7

5

2

12

1

Male

0

1

5

1

3

2

0

6

0

Female

1

4

2

3

3

1

2

4

1

Male

2

8

3

3

2

8

7

4

2

Female

4

6

0

2

3

5

7

2

1

Male

0

2

0

0

1

1

0

2

0

Female

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

1

Total

14

29

19

14

23

25

20

36

6

Note. All participants received two books selected by the researcher. Students who attended the last day of the
Literacy Academy received a book of their choosing at the bookstore, the ‘student choice’ text. Thirty-seven of
those students were able to select a second book from the bookstore’s summer reading program, the ‘bounded
choice’ text. This table represents the responses from the 62 students who returned the August Reading Log.

By associating student choice and books that students selected, books that were
chosen by the researcher (77%) were read with a higher rate than the other two categories.
Student- selected texts (64%) were read less than researcher-selected text but only slightly
more than bounded choice texts (62%). Fourteen students (22%) read none of the researcherselected texts. Of the 47 students who selected a bounded choice text, 14 (38%) did not read
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the book. Similarly, of the 62 students who selected a book at the bookstore, 20 students
(32%) did not read the book (See Figure 4.22).

Figure 4.22 Percentage of books read in August. Students received books that were
selected for them (assigned), books that were student-selected from a pre-selected
group (bounded choice), and books that were student-selected. The highest reading
rate was attributed with student-selected texts.
Student and Parent Input
In the End of Summer Questionnaires parents (See Appendix E) and students (See
Appendix D) were asked about the books that they received from the Literacy Academy. The
first question asked if the students liked the books that they received. All parents (100%)
noted that the students enjoyed the books. Students opinions differed as 52 out of the
participants (82%) liked the books that they received (See Table 4.41).
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Table 4.41
End of Summer Questionnaire Question 3 (Parents) / Question 4 (Students): Students’ Liking
of Books They Received in the Literacy Academy Program
Response

Parents

Students

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

4

6%

Disagree

0

0%

4

6%*

Agree

21

33%

24

38%*

Strongly Agree

42

67%

28

44%

Note. Three students selected the number 2.5 (in-between disagree and agree) to indicate how much they liked
the Literacy Academy books that they received.

Information about students’ access to other books was also collected. Students were
asked if they had access to books, other than those given to them from the Literacy Academy.
Only two students (3%) acknowledged that they did not have access to other books during
the summer months (See Table 4.42).
Table 4.42
End of Summer Student Questionnaire Question 5: Students’ Access to Other Books in the
Summer
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

2

3%

Agree

23

37%

Strongly Agree

38

60%

Similarly, parents and students were asked if the students read other books in the
summer months. These would be books not distributed through the Literacy Academy. Ten
parents (16%) stated that their child did not read other books during the summer. Students
answers differed as 11 students (18%) stated that they did not read other books in the summer
months (See Table 4.43).
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Table 4.43
End of Summer Questionnaire Question 4 (Parents) / Question 6 (Students): Students Read
Other Books in the Summer
Response

Parents

Students

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

3

5%

5

8%

Disagree

7

11%

6

10%

Agree

24

38%

28

44%

Strongly Agree

29

46%

24

38%

In the student focus groups, students commented on the importance of book choice
when selecting books for the book distribution. One student said, “Yah, I like that”
(Appendix I, Student 67).
Non-Participants
Not only was information on book access and summer reading collected for Literacy
Academy participants but information was also desired for non-participants. There were only
10 questions pertinent to ask non-participants. The first question from the End of Summer
Questionnaire (See Appendix F) asked parents of non-participants if their child had access to
books in the summer months. Only one parent (10%) indicated not having book access when
school was out for the summer (See Table 4.44).
Table 4.44
End of Summer Questionnaire Question 1: Non-Participants’ Access to Books in the Summer
Months
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

1

10%

Disagree

0

0%

Agree

4

40%

Strongly Agree

5

50%
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Parents of non-participant students were also asked if their child visited the library
during the summer months. Of the 10 responses, six parents (60%) indicated that their child
did not visit a library. Four students (40%) did visit a library during the summer (See Table
4.45).
Table 4.45
End of Summer Questionnaire Question 2: Non-Participants’ Visits to a Library in the
Summer Months
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

3

30%

Disagree

3

30%

Agree

3

30%

Strongly Agree

1

10%

The Literacy Academy students were provided with at least 10 books to read during
the summer months when school was not in session. Non-participants did not receive any
books. It was critical to know if non-participants still read at home during the time away
from school. Most of the parents acknowledged that their children read at home during June,
July, and August (See Table 4.46). Only one student (10%) did not read during the month of
June, three students (30%) did not read during July, and two students (20%) did not read in
August.
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Table 4.46
End of Summer Questionnaire Question 3, 4, and 5: Non-Participants’ Book Reading in the
Summer Months
Response

June Book Reading

July Book Reading

August Book Reading

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Strongly Disagree

1

10%

1

10%

1

10%

Disagree

0

0%

2

20%

1

10%

Agree

7

70%

5

50%

6

60%

Strongly Agree

2

20%

2

20%

2

20%

Total

10

100%

10

100%

10

100%

Summary Statement for Research Question Four
Students’ book access increased summer reading, but students’ book choice was not
as influential for student reading as the researcher-selected texts. All participants selected
eight books to read during the eight weeks that school was dismissed until the beginning of
the Literacy Academy. Of the 93 students, 17 students (18.9%) read zero books and 48
students (53.3%) read one to four of the texts. In total, 56 students (72.2%) read four or fewer
books that they selected themselves.
Comparing the books distributed at the conclusion of the Literacy Academy, 36
students (64%) read the book that they selected, 23 students (62%) read the book selected by
the student from a pre-established group of options, and 48 students (77%) students read one
or both of the books selected for them by the researcher. Selecting books for students, based
on interest and readability, appears to have a greater likelihood that the students will read the
book.
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Research Question 5: How Does Student Book Choice Affect Students’ Reading
Engagement During Instructional Programming at School?
Student book choice was analyzed for home reading motivation, but it was also
analyzed for engagement in school. In order to evaluate book choice on students’
engagement at school, the Literacy Academy population was divided into two groups. Each
group was comprised of the same four literacy classes (e.g., independent reading, teacher
read-aloud with writing, readers’ theater, and small-group shared reading) (See Figure 4.29).
The only difference in instructional planning of the Literacy Academy occurred within the
two groups during the small group shared reading class. During this time, students in Group
A were able to select the books that they wanted to read in their small groups. Students in
Group B were assigned the texts and the reading groups in which they would participate.
Students in Group A were not aware that students in Group B were reading assigned books.
Similarly, students in Group B were not aware the students in Group A were able to choose
their book groups.
On-task reading behaviors of students were recorded for six book groups. On-task
reading behaviors such as reading aloud, following along while listening, and participation in
text-related discussions were recorded using the On-Task Reading Observation Form (See
Appendix H). Off-task behaviors such as looking away from the text or engaging in unrelated
discussion were recorded as well. In addition, students shared their opinions about book
choice during the focus group discussions.
Book Groups
Each reading class was further broken down into smaller groups of three or four
students for shared reading. Three groups of students in Group A and three groups of
students in Group B were observed. These six reading groups were observed once at the end
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of the program. All observations occurred during the students’ regular small group reading
time, as to not disrupt the students’ schedule. The teachers did not know ahead of time that
someone would be observing the students. The researcher regularly checked on the classes,
so the presence was not a disruption for the teacher or students.
Observations of reading behaviors were recorded on the Reading On-Task
Observation Form (See Appendix H). If students were reading the text, following along,
talking about the text, or talking about something related to the text, on-task behaviors were
indicated. If a student was not following along, was distracted by something (e.g., looking
away or fidgeting with something) or was engaged in a discussion not related to the content
of the text, then the behavior was recorded as off-task.
The student behaviors were documented as a detached observer, while the instructor
was rotating among the book groups helping students. The specific observations occurred
when the teacher was not monitoring the small group reading and discussions. The students
were essentially reading and discussing the text together, without an adult guiding them. This
was done to monitor behaviors not influenced by the teachers’ presence or proximity to the
group. However, there was one occasion when a teacher checked in with a group but left
within four minutes.
The observations were a mixture of whole-interval and duration recording. The
observations were intended to occur for 30 minutes but some of them ended sooner due to
schedule conflicts. The observations were also intended to include duration recordings, with
regular intervals of behavior documentation. Instead, each group observation included notes
about individual students that were taken as they occurred to clarify if a behavior was on or
off-task. If a student was off-task, that was noted on the observation form and the amount of
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time that passed off-task. Time spent on-task, for each individual student, was also
documented on the observation form. Total time on- and off-task were calculated as
percentages.
All of the observations for Group A groups included two students. Each student’s
percentage of on and off-task reading behaviors was documented separately (See Table 4.47).
The first group of two girls read for 20 minutes with 100% on-task reading behaviors. They
took turns selecting and reading the poems. They never once looked at the clock or diverted
focus away from the text and the shared reading process. The second group included a boy
and a girl and resulted in 65% on-task reading behaviors. The students were smiling and
reading the text together, but there were also moments of silliness and talking that were not
related to the topic of the text. The third observation also lasted 20 minutes and the two boys
were on-task for 70% of the time.
Table 4.47
On and Off-Task Behaviors, With Book Choice (Group A)
Student

On-Task

Off-Task

1

100%

0%

2

100%

0%

3

65%

35%

4

65%

35%

5

70%

30%

6

70%

30%

7

100%

0%

Average

81.4%

18.6%

Note. Three observations were conducted for Group A (choice of text) Individual students’ on and off-task
behaviors were documented and the results are presented here. Seven students were observed in the choice
group demonstrating an average of 81.4% on-task reading behaviors.

All of the observations for Group B classes had three students. Each student’s
percentage of on- and off-task reading behaviors was documented separately (See Table
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4.48). The first observation was a shorter one, with two girls and one boy, only lasting seven
minutes due to dismissal for lunch. One student in particular was distracted by a bug bite.
She tried to follow along with the reading but was repeatedly drawn to the skin irritation.
Even though she was not attending to task, the other two students continued reading and
discussing the text. The time, as a group, spent on-task was only 29%. The second
observation was also comprised of two girls and a boy. This group was on-task for 88% of
the time. They encouraged each other with turn-taking and even used their phone to look up
the pronunciation of a challenging word. The only off-task time was spent referencing an
unrelated book read in sixth grade.
Three boys participated in the third observation. Two of the boys were assigned a
book group. The third boy was given the opportunity to choose his book group because he
was not present for the first day when book groups were assigned. When the third boy
selected this group, and he asked to read in one of the side rooms, the teacher emphasized
that the room was a special room. It was a privilege to read alone in that room, so they
needed to focus. Read they did. For 20 minutes the boys took turns reading about Jacques
Cousteau and helping each other with the pronunciation of words. One student needed to
stretch but never took his eyes off of the text. The boys in this group were two to three years
behind their peers for reading skills but they were one of the most focused reading groups.
Since one of the observations was mixed with book choice and assigned texts, the
data were not processed as groups, but as individuals with either book choice or assigned
text.
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Table 4.48
On and Off-Task Behaviors, Without Book Choice (Group B)
Student

On-Task

Off-Task

1

100%

0%

2

100%

0%

3

29%

71%

4

88%

12%

5

88%

12%

6

88%

12%

7

100%

0%

8

100%

0%

Average

86.6%

13.4%

Note. Three observations were conducted for Group B (assigned text) Individual students’ on and off-task
behaviors were documented and the results are presented here. Eight students were observed in the choice group
demonstrating an average of 86.6% on-task reading behaviors.

Reading behaviors for both Group A and Group B were very similar. The assigned
book group was observed with 5.2% more on-task reading behaviors that students in the
student- selected book group (See Figure 4.23).
Students in the focus groups also mentioned book choice in their discussions. One
student mentioned that he “didn’t get any of the books that I wanted” (Appendix I, Student
46).
Similarly, when asked if book choice was important, a fifth-grade boy said that
“Yeah, I wanted to pick one out (Appendix I, Student 72).”
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On-Task

Off-Task

13.40%
18.60%

86.60%
81.40%

BO O K C H O IC E

AS S IG NE D T E X T

Figure 4.23 Reading engagement observation results. Students in Group A (Book
choice) and Group B (Assigned text) were observed for on-task and off-task
behaviors while reading in small-groups.
Summary Statement for Research Question Five
According the observations, on-task reading behaviors were greater in the assigned
text group by 5.2 percent. The overall difference in reading on-task behaviors between
students in groups where students selected texts or were assigned texts was very small (See
Figure 4.23). Both the student-selected book group and teacher-assigned book group
demonstrated on-task reading behaviors for at least 80% of the time.
Research Question 6: How Does a Literacy-Focused Summer Program and the
Incentives Offered to Students and Families Affect Parents’ Perspectives on Summer
Reading and Summer Learning?
Parents’ perceptions about the summer reading program and their children’s summer
learning were documented using the Parent End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix E).
The questionnaire includes ten Likert scale questions and two open-ended questions. The
combination of quantitative and qualitative information provides different ways to analyze
parent responses.
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Parent Questionnaires
End of Summer Parent Questionnaires (Appendix E) were mailed home to all
participating students, along with the student questionnaires, and a postage-paid envelope to
return all of the papers. Of the 97 questionnaires mailed, 63 questionnaires were returned
(65%).
The questionnaire included ten Likert scale questions. Question number seven asked
parents if their child’s overall engagement and motivation increased as a result of
participation in the Literacy Academy (See Table 4.49). An overwhelming number of
parents, 59 (94%) agreed that it did. Only one parent felt strongly that the program did not
engage or motivate his/her child (See Figure 4.24).
Table 4.49
End of Program Parent Question #7: Students’ Overall Engagement and Motivation to Read
Due to the Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

3

5%

Agree

30

48%

Strongly Agree

29

46%
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Figure 4.24 Engagement and motivation. Parents were asked to reflect on their child’s
engagement and motivation to read as a result of the Literacy Academy. The majority of
parents agreed that the program positively impacted their child’s interest in reading.

Parents were also asked to reflect on their child’s summer reading habits. More
specifically, they were asked if students read more in the summer as a result of participation
in the Literacy Academy. Fifty-nine parents (94%) attributed their child’s increase in summer
reading to the Literacy Academy (See Table 4.50). One parent (2%) did not feel that his/her
child’s reading time increased in the summer months.
Table 4.50
End of Program Parent Question #8: Students Read More as a Result of the Literacy
Academy
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

3

5%

Agree

14

48%

Strongly Agree

45

46%
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The results of this question are similar to question on students’ engagement and
motivation. Four students (7%) did not increase their reading habits this summer, even with
the encouragement from the Literacy Academy (See Figure 4.25).
50
45
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35
30
25
20
15
10

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

Figure 4.25 Increase in summer reading. Parents were asked to reflect on their child’s
summer reading as a result of the Literacy Academy. The majority of parents agreed
that the program positively impacted their child’s reading frequency.
The Literacy Academy was created as a trial program for the school district. For that
reason, parent input into future programming was collected. Parents were asked if the
Literacy Academy should continue to be offered as a summer learning program (See Table
4.51).
Table 4.51
End of Program Parent Question #10 The Literacy Academy Should Be Offered Next Year
Response

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

0

0%

Agree

12

19%

Strongly Agree

51

81%
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All 63 parents (100%) agreed that the program should continue (See Figure 4.26).
Fifty-one parents (81%) strongly agreed that it should continue in the future.
60
50
40
30
20
10

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

Figure 4.26 Future programming. Parents were asked if they believed the Literacy Academy
should be offered next summer. All parents agreed that the program should continue.

The parent Questionnaire also included open-ended questions. The first question
asked why a student attended the summer learning program this year and not previous years.
Common themes that were mentioned were the reading program itself, transportation, free
books, and prizes. One parent wrote, “He asked to attend. He loves books and prizes and the
bus was a huge reason it made it possible for him to attend” (Appendix I, Parent of Student
18). Similarly, in terms of books and prizes, one parent said, “He came home from school
asking to join and I believe the incentives of getting books was why he wanted to” (Appendix
I, Parent of Student 58). Similarly, another parent mentioned that “They heard about
receiving books and couldn’t believe that someone would give them free books! Books they
have really wanted. They felt special I’m sure” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 92).
Promoting a fun program and having the opportunity to spend time with friends were
two additional themes mentioned. One parent wrote, “Literacy Academy was made to sound
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fun and enjoyable (which it was)” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 23). Another said, “He
joined in on Mrs. O’Connell’s excitement for the program. He liked that it was short term.
Hearing that many of his peers were signed up helped with the excitement also” (Appendix I,
Parent of Student 9).
Not all parents answered the open-ended questions, but 41 parents provided a written
response to question number eleven (See Figure 4.27), which asked why their child
participated in the summer learning program this summer but not in previous years. Of the
responses, 15 parents (37%) noted incentives and books, 14 parents (34%) said the positive
promotion of the program, and 12 highlighted (29%) the reading emphasis. Seven parents
(17%) specifically mentioned the importance of bussing and meals.
16
14
12

15

14
12

10

incentives and Positive
Books
Promotion

Reading

11

Bus and Meals

Friends

Other

Figure 4.27 Parent responses to questionnaire question number eleven. Parents noted that
student incentives and books, as well as positive promotion of the program and the literacy
focus were reasons for their child participating in a summer learning program in 2019.
Transportation, meals, and time with friends were also mentioned in the parents’ comments.

The second open-ended question asked for parent input for future programming.
Transportation and meals were again mentioned as important elements of the program. For
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many, school-provided transportation was the only way that children could attend the
program. One parent wrote,
“We really wanted (name) to go, but we were worried about how to get him to
summer school. Then we got the letter from the Literacy Academy and were so
excited. We loved that the program would help him do and there was transportation
provided. Couldn’t ask for more” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 46).
Another parent concurred, “The daily transportation was a huge incentive for us as
summers are busy. Thank you for providing that!” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 96).
Parents also mentioned the ‘fun’ atmosphere created to motivate reading. One mother
said that her daughter
“…has never been a big fan of reading but this summer we had no problem getting
her up and ready to go to the literacy academy! She was always excited to go and
was even found to be reading when she could have been doing other activities. I
believe this program taught her that reading could be fun and not just a chore.
Thanks for offering this great program!” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 87).
Parents wanted their children to have some structured reading time when school was
dismissed for the summer. This program offered that learning time but did not require a large
time commitment. One parent noted,
“We loved the program and it was made so simple with the transportation and meals.
I would recommend this program to all. It was also set at the perfect time in the summer,
when children are looking for new adventures” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 61).
In terms of future programming, 39 parents provided specific comments (See Figure
4.28). Of those, 17 parents (44%) offered complimentary remarks such as “Thank you for an
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awesome program!” (Appendix I, Parent of Student 73). Two parents (31%) requested
transportation and meals for next year and nine parents (23%) appreciated the format of the
Literacy Academy program. Three parents (8%) noted the incentives were important, two
parents (5%) stated that their children requested more independent reading time, and one
parent (3%) suggested more games and competitive activities.
18
16
14
12
10

General
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Compliment Bus/Meals
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More Free
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Figure 4.28 Parent responses to questionnaire question number twelve. Most of the
suggestions for future programming included general compliments or comments
about items that needed to be maintained (e.g., bussing and meals, the program
format, the Literacy Program itself, and incentives for students).
Summary Statement for Research Question Six
Parents noted that their children were more motivated and engaged (94%) as well as
reading more (94%) in the summer months as a result of the Literacy Academy. Parents also
recommended (100%) that the summer learning program continue in the future. Eighty-one
percent strongly agreed that the program should be offered again next year.
Additional Information
Additional information is provided in this section to provide more details that may
have affected student outcomes of the Literacy Academy. Additional information is provided
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to clarify programming details for study duplication. These factors were not evaluated for the
purpose of the study but are valuable to understand the program itself.
The Literacy Academy
The Literacy Academy was created based on research-based best practiced that
utilized four Common Core State Standards (Common Core State Standards Initiatives,
2019). Three of the four standards fell into the anchor standard of Key Ideas and Details. The
fourth standard was pulled from the anchor Standard, Craft and Structure. These standards
were chosen to complement the genre focus of each week. Each week, then, all of the
teachers focused on the specified learning standard using the specified genre. All four classes
addressed the standard each day so that it was reinforced during the different activities
throughout the instructional day. Each week also had a genre focus (See Table 4.52).
Table 4.52
Genre and Standards Focus for the Literacy Academy
Week

Genre

CCSS Anchor Standard: College and Career Readiness for Reading

1

Fiction

Key Ideas and Details: Determine central ideas or themes of a text
and analyze their development; summarize the key supporting
details and ideas.

2

Biography

Key Ideas and Details: Analyze how and why individuals, events,
and ideas develop and interact over the course of a text.

3

Nonfiction Key Ideas and Details: Read closely to determine what the text says
explicitly and to make logical inferences from it; cite specific
textual evidence when writing or speaking to support conclusions
drawn from the text.

4

Poetry

Craft and Structure: Interpret words and phrases as they are used in
a text, including technical, connotative, and figurative meanings,
and analyze how specific word choice shape meaning or tone.

The texts used varied reading levels and genres, but all of the books focused on
nature, gardening, the work of conservationists, or conservation efforts (See Appendix M).

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

212

All of the texts were new and never seen before by the students. After the first day of class,
one of the teachers emailed to share this quote from one of her students, "These are brand
new books! We're the first ones to use these books! They smell so good!" (Student 79,
Appendix I).
Groups, Classes, and Teachers
When students initially registered for the Literacy Academy, parents were asked to
include dates when students expected to be absent. A major event happening during the time
period was the county fair (August 7-10) in the nearby city. Parents recorded planned
vacations, doctors’ appointments, and fair participation. This information was used to create
groups that were somewhat equal in size throughout the program. An attempt was also made
to create classes that were equally mixed according to gender, grade, and reading levels.
There were eight teachers for the program, consequently each class had twelve or fewer
students of various grade levels, reading levels, and from both genders. Two groups were
created so that students rotated through four classes in their designated group. Both groups
had the same classes, the same activities, and focused on the same learning standards (See
Figure 4.29).
Group A

Teacher ReadAloud & Writing

Small-Group
Shared Reading

Group B

Readers' Theater

Teacher ReadAloud & Writing

Independent
Reading

Figure 4.29 Literacy academy groups and classes.

Small-Group
Shared Reading

Readers' Theater

Independent
Reading
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Even though the teachers’ salaries were paid by the neighboring school district, the
researcher was given the authority to select the teachers hired for the Literacy Academy.
Teachers for the program were selected based on their interest in literacy instruction and
motivation to provide a positive summer learning experience. Teachers’ experience varied
greatly. One teacher had recently graduated from college, while another had completed her
36th year of teaching. Teachers were asked to provide their expertise and their responses are
listed in Table 4.53. All but one teacher was trained in elementary education. The secondary
arts teacher was selected for the program because of her experience leading drama. This
experience was desired to lead the Readers’ Theater class.
Table 4.53
Literacy Academy Teaching Staff
Teacher

Group

Gender

Years of Teaching
Experience

Expertise

1

A

Female

0

Elementary Education
Early Childhood

2

B

Female

1

Secondary Language Arts

3

B

Female

3

Elementary Education

4

B

Female

14

Early Reading

5

B

Female

14

PreK-6th, Title 1, Interventions

6

A

Female

17

Reading/Math Interventions

7

B

Female

19

Elementary Education, Reading,
MTSS, LD

8

A

Female

36

Reading Specialist K-12
Curriculum and Instruction

Schedule
The day began at 8:00AM with breakfast and gym time, for those finished eating or
not eating (See Table 4.54). Students who did not ride the bus arrived as early as 7:30AM.
Students had 20 minutes to eat, play in the gym, find a book, and socialize. They participated
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in the first two classes and then went outside for 20-25 minutes. When they returned from
outside time, they completed the second two classes and then ate lunch. Due to the large size
of the group, classes rotated lunch starting times by one or two minutes. After eating,
students were given additional gym or outside time until the buses departed at 12:00.
Table 4.54
Literacy Academy Schedule 2019
Time

Activity

8:00 – 8:20

Breakfast, Book, Gym

8:20 – 9:00

Group #1

9:05 – 9:45

Group #2

9:45 – 10:10

Nature Walk/Outside Time

10:15 – 10:55

Group #3

11:00 – 11:40

Group #4

11:40 – 12:00

Lunch

Five minutes of transition time was included in the class rotation schedule and the
instructional time planned for each day was 120 minutes. All fifteen days (the last day of the
program was a field trip to the local bookstore so there was no formal instruction) amounted
to a total of 1,800 instructional minutes. During the school year, students in the high school
(the eighth graders in this study) receive 50 minutes of literacy instruction each day. If a
quarter is 45 days, literacy instruction planned for each quarter is 2,250 minutes. In four
weeks, then, the Literacy Academy provided a quarter’s worth (minus nine days) of
instruction. At the elementary, students receive 90 minutes of daily literacy instruction. The
summer program, then, provided 20 days-worth of literacy instruction in 15 days’ time.
Outside time. Outside time was embedded into the nature-themed program. In
between classes two and three, students went outside for 20 - 25 minutes of unstructured
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socializing and physical activity. All students were monitored by the teaching staff as they
utilized the grassy playing field, playground, and nature trail. While some students
mentioned prizes as motivators to attend regularly, others said that time to play outside was
important, “Cause you get to hang out with your friends” (Appendix I, Student 47) and “You
get exercise and you can play with your friends” (Appendix I, Student 46).
Photographs (see Figures 4.30 and 4.31) are embedded throughout this chapter to
provide visuals from the Literacy Academy. Care was taken to avoid capturing students’
faces in the pictures, in order to conceal their identities.

Figure 4.30 Time for nature. The overarching theme of the program was Growing as
Readers, so time was devoted to outside recess each day. Nature walks in the school nature
area provided movement breaks during the morning program.
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Figure 4.31 Time with friends. Many of the participants noted that spending time with their
friends was an important part of the Literacy Academy. Nature walks allowed all participants
to be outside at the same time.
Student Focus Group Data About Readers’ Theater
Readers’ theater was incorporated into the program to encourage reading fluency and
student creativity. Each week varied, with students reading and acting out a script, reading a
text and writing a script, and practicing poetry with a poetry reading session. Every student
focus group identified this class as the preferred time of the day, when plays and script
writing took place. One seventh-grade boy noted, “Readers’ theater, like writing our own
plays. Oh yeah, that’s my favorite. Not gonna lie. Yah” (Appendix I, Student 42). Another
fifth-grade girl shared that “I love doing all the skits and plays. That’s fun” (Appendix I,
Student 91).
Parents were invited to come to school each Thursday, for performance day (see page
64- 66). Simple reading-with-expression activities grew into student-led productions. The
reader’s theater class was so motivating for students that they went above and beyond to
embellish their end-of-the-week performances (See Figure 4.33). Students were seen
bringing costumes, props, make-up, and more. One group created a puppet theater for the
script reading while another student created a diorama to represent his poem for the poetry
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reading. One student even created a costume and sat in a garbage can (with a clean liner) to
play the role as Oscar the Grouch. The choice and ownership afforded to them during this
Literacy Academy class was very motivating for students.
During the poetry week, students selected poems that they wanted to read or perform
in front of an audience. Some students even composed their own poems. For performance
day, the teachers brought in lamps, turned down the lights, and described some common
characteristics of a poetry reading (e.g. snapping instead of clapping at the conclusion of a
poem).
Examples of students’ scripts (Appendix N) and students’ poetry (Appendix O) were
saved. Emphasis was placed on the collaborative writing process rather than the editing
process, so scripts and poems contain capitalization, punctuation, and spelling errors (See
Figure 4.32). These writing examples demonstrate the process used by students to engage in
a story or poem, comprehend the events, and then transfer that information into a creative
format.

Figure 4.32 Collaboratively writing readers’ theater scripts. Students worked together to
create their own Readers’ Theater scripts. July 2019. See Appendix N for examples of
student scripts.
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Figure 4.33 Readers’ theater performance day. At the end of each week, students performed
their Readers’ Theater skits in front of a student audience. July 19, 2019.
Nearly all of the students in the focus groups agreed upon the enjoyment of readers’
theater (See Figures 4.34 and 4.35). A girl in particular appreciated the opportunity to write
her own play during readers’ theater. She said that during the school year, “We never like
wrote it by ourselves. The teacher made it for us” (Appendix I, Student 61). Similarly, a boy
noted that “You get to create your own kind of play that you wouldn’t want to say something,
then you wouldn’t. You could write it into the script so that you wouldn’t have to say it”
(Appendix I, Student 63). In the End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix E) one parent
noted that her daughter attended this Literacy Academy this year because “she loves to read
and act out the book” (See Appendix I, Student 80).
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Figure 4.34 Readers’ theater puppet show. One group of students opted to create a puppet
show for their end-of-the-week performance. August 14, 2019.

Figure 4.35 Pictures and poetry. This student chose to create a 3-dimensional picture to
coordinate with his poetry reading. August 14, 2019. Examples of student poetry are found in
Appendix O.
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Independent reading. Independent reading was the class devoted to silent sustained
reading. Students were able to sit in comfortable chairs around the classroom and sip on hot
chocolate while they read (See Figure 4.36). Two of the boys’ focus groups requested more
independent reading time, though not all groups chose this class as their favorite. One student
said, “I always thought you could read more like independent reading” (See Appendix I,
Student 63). One student simply stated, “Kids want to read books” (See Appendix I, Student
91).
Four out of five focus groups appreciated the added bonus of hot chocolate provided
during the independent reading time (See Figure 4.37). One boy stated, “Oh, hot chocolate. I
could live without it, but I thought it was really delicious” (Appendix I, Student 32). One of
the girls expressed that, “I think my favorite thing is like getting to come here and
having…hot chocolate” (Appendix I, Student 91).

Figure 4.36 Independent reading time with flexible seating. During independent reading
time, students selected both the text that they read and the location where they read it. July
17, 2019.
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Figure 4.37 Hot chocolate and reading. Hot chocolate was served daily during the
independent reading portion of the program. July 17, 2019.
Conferring with students. While students were reading quietly, the classroom
teacher met with students individually to monitor their reading comprehension and progress
toward mastering the weekly learning standard. Teachers recorded observations on the
reading conference log (See Figure 4.38). The teacher recorded students’ progress with a
label: blossom, sprout, or seed. This information was used by the teacher to guide subsequent
conferences with students. The conferencing forms were not analyzed for this study but
served to facilitate individual student-teacher reading conferences.
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Figure 4.38 Reading conferencing form for teachers. This form was used by the classroom
teacher to monitor students’ independent reading and skills progress. August 2019.
Small-group shared reading. The small group shared reading class involved the
cooperative reading and discussion of a common text. Students in Group A were able to
select the book they read while students in Group B were assigned the text to read. The
purpose of these group assignments was connected to research question five, “How does
student book choice affect students’ reading engagement during instructional programming at
school?’ Students took turns reading the text and asking each other questions, from question
cards, while the teacher monitored the student-led discussions.
One seventh-grade boy expressed that the small-group shared reading would be more
enjoyable if the students just read silently and then talked about the material (this student
preferred the independent reading class). He said that “when they did the reading groups that
we can read silently because some kids read at different speeds” (Appendix I, Student 63). A
fifth- grade girl shared that she doesn’t like to read aloud in front of others. In the End of
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Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix E) one parent noted that her daughter “was very
interested in being able to read and talk about the books” (See Appendix I, Student 80; See
Figure 4.39).

Figure 4.39 Small-group reading and student-led discussion. Students read together while
using question cards to check comprehension and guide the discussion. July 23, 2019.
Teacher observations of reading groups. Classroom teachers would monitor
students’ reading and their discussion by recording observations on the small-group
conferencing form (See Figure 4.40). On-task behaviors, turn- taking, and active
participation were noted. If a group was not able to focus on the text and discussion, then the
teacher or student volunteer would step in to redirect and focus the group. Similar to other
teacher observation forms, information on this form was not analyzed for the study.
Information documented by the teachers was used to monitor and guide students’ reading
behaviors and participation.
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Figure 4.40 Small-group conferencing form. At this conference, the teacher noted a ‘glow’
that students were reading well on-task. It was also noted that students can ‘grow’ by taking
time to discuss the story that they are reading. August 2019.
Teacher-read aloud with writing. During this class, the teachers read aloud picture
books while students drew sketches that represented events and characters from the story.
This process is called ‘sketchnoting’ (See Figure 4.41). One boy mentioned that
“Sketchnoting, there it’s kind of like difficult to keep up cause I’m a terrible drawer artist, so
like it’s hard for me to keep up. So I do most scribbles and I just like, oh crud, next page”
(Appendix I, Student 42). A different group of seventh-grade boys, who read at a much
lower, second-grade level, and who struggled with writing, mentioned the opposite. They did
not like to write about their topics. Instead, they really enjoyed drawing picture
representations of things because it was “just drawing” (Appendix I, Student 67).
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Figure 4.41 Student sketchnoting. Students drew sketches representing the picture book The
good garden: How one family went from hunger to having enough (Milway, 2010) as it was
read aloud by the classroom teacher. August 2019.
Some students preferred to sprout seeds (See Figure 4.42), the concept of selecting a
topic, writing about it (See Figure 4.43), and talking about it (See Figure 4.44). Having
choices was also mentioned about the writing portion of the program. One seventh-grade boy
mentioned that “I like the part where you like write your own story. Yeah, that’s fun”
(Appendix I, Student 42).
Vocabulary. All of the teachers were encouraged to teach vocabulary, both directly
and indirectly, as much as possible. Some teachers discussed vocabulary words, while others
encouraged their student groups to identify and describe unfamiliar vocabulary words. One
of the teachers in the read-aloud/writing class encouraged her students to connect sketchnotes
with vocabulary words (See Figure 4.45).
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Figure 4.42 Starting writing tasks with seeds. Students started the writing process by
selecting a topic, or seed, and then germinating it by adding additional information and
details to support the topic. August 2019.

Figure 4.43 Extending the writing. Once students had recorded their topic and details, they
were encouraged to elaborate on the ideas. August 2019.
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Figure 4.44 Collaborative writing. Students were encouraged to share their writing with
others so that they could provide feedback to each other and inspire more ideas and details.
August 2019.

Figure 4.45 Vocabulary word walls. All teachers were encouraged to highlight vocabulary
from the texts and review them in meaningful ways. This teacher connected vocabulary with
sketchnoting. August 2019.
Only one student commented on the vocabulary structure of the Literacy Academy. He
said that the Literacy Academy had increased his reading confidence, “I feel like it has helped
me…like knowing the words and the vowels” (Appendix I, Student 46).
Student writing conferencing. Writing notebooks were covered with a taupe-colored
construction paper and then tied with a twine bow prior to the start of the Literacy Academy.
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This was done to create the look of a nature journal. The journals were actually repurposed
notebooks left from the school year (to further contribute to the conservation study and
discussions). Teachers conducted individual conferences with students to check on their
writing progress (See Figure 4.46). The teacher noted glows, things the student was doing
well, as well as grows, those things that needed extra support and attention. The conference
forms were not assessed for this study as they were used to facilitate student-teacher
conferences that encouraged composition and improved writing skills.

Figure 4.46 Individual student writing conference documentation. Teachers monitored
students’ writing and provided individual conferences to encourage growth. August 2019.
Student Questionnaires
During the last week of the Literacy Academy, students were given the end of
summer questionnaire (See Appendix D) and asked if they liked the learning activities and
strategies that the teachers employed during the summer Literacy Academy. Fifty students or
79% of those who responded agreed (29 agreed and 21 strongly agreed) that they liked
Literacy Academy activities (See End of Program Student Questionnaire, item 7). Eleven
students (17%) did not like the activities (seven disagreed and four strongly disagreed). Two

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

229

students did not select a number two or number three, instead, they wrote the number 2.5, so
they neither disagreed nor agreed with the statement (See Table 4.55).
Table 4.55
Students’ Approval of Literacy Academy Activities and Learning Strategies
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

4

6%

Disagree

7*

11%

Agree

29*

46%

Strongly Agree

21

33%

Note. Two students selected the number 2.5 (in-between disagree and agree) to indicate how much they liked
the Literacy Academy activities.

Students were also asked to compare the activities from the Literacy Academy to the
reading activities that occur during the school year (See Appendix E, End of Program
Student Questionnaire, Item 8). Fifty students (80%) said that they liked the activities of the
Literacy Academy (23 agreed and 27 strongly agreed) more than the activities during the
school year. Thirteen students (21%) did not prefer the summer activities over the school
year activities (ten disagreed and three strongly disagreed) (See Table 4.56).
Table 4.56
Students’ Preference of the Literacy Academy Activities Over School Year Reading Activities
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

3

5%

Disagree

10

16%

Agree

23

37%

Strongly Agree

27

43%

Students were also asked to reflect on their engagement during the Literacy Academy
(See Appendix E, End of Program Student Questionnaire, item 9). Fifty students (64%) said
they were more engaged (23 agreed and 27 strongly agreed) during the Literacy Academy
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then during the school year’s reading instruction. Twenty-three students (37%) felt that they
were more engaged during the school year than during the summer learning program (19
disagreed and four strongly disagreed) (See Table 4.57).
Table 4.57
Students’ Increased Engagement During the Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

4

6%

Disagree

19

30%

Agree

23

37%

Strongly Agree

17

27%

In addition to engagement, students were asked to reflect upon their reading skills
(See End of Program Student Questionnaire, item 10). Forty-six students (73%) felt that they
had improved their reading skills by participating in the Literacy Academy (25 agreed and 21
strongly agreed). Fourteen students (22%) did not feel that they had improved their reading
skills (12 disagreed and two strongly disagreed) (See Table 4.58).
Table 4.58
End of Program Questionnaire Question 10: Students’ Reflection on Improved Reading
Skills Due to Participation in the Literacy Academy
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

3%

Disagree

12

19%

Agree

25

40%

Strongly Agree

21

33%

Note. Three students selected the number 2.5 (in-between disagree and agree) to indicate how much they
believed that their reading skills improved during the Literacy Academy.

When asked to compare their reading improvement in the summer versus the school
year (See End of Program Student Questionnaire, item 11), 47 students (74%) believed that
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the Literacy Academy helped improve academic knowledge and skills not achieved during
the school year (31 agreed and 16 strongly agreed). Sixteen students (26%) disagreed with
this idea (13 disagreed and three strongly disagreed) (See Table 4.59).
Table 4.59
End of Program Student Questionnaire Question 11: Students’ Reflection That Reading
Improvement was Greater in the Summer than During the School Year
Response

Frequency

Percent

Strongly Disagree

3

5%

Disagree

13

21%

Agree

31

49%

Strongly Agree

16

25%

Tenth-Grade Participant
The Literacy Academy was only open for middle-school students; however, an
exception was made for one tenth-grade student. When planning the Literacy Academy, this
particular student came to mind when preparing the program specifics. Parents were asked if
the student would be interested in participating and they said yes. However, as time went on,
limits were set at grades five through eight. The night before the Literacy Academy started,
the mother called and asked if her child could still participate. While the student did not
receive the books at the end of the school year, it was agreed that the student could
participate. Because of the high school status, the student could not be counted as a
participant for school paperwork purposes. From a school perspective the student was a
“helper,” but from research standpoint, any impact of the Literacy Academy on academic
performance was worth observing.
The tenth grader attended all of the classes with other students but met with me for
half of the days to read together her driver’s education manual during the independent
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reading class time. She had failed the driver’s permit test and needed to review the material
but was having a difficult time getting motivated to study on her own. She was asked to bring
reading material and she decided upon her driver’s manual. By the end of three weeks, she
had finished the nine chapters of the book while reading, highlighting important information,
and reviewing vocabulary. The STAR score from September 2019 was not reported so
results are were not available.
Seeing Stars Intervention
Nine of the participants received an additional 10-minute intervention, twice a week,
during the breakfast or lunch time. The students had been receiving the Seeing Stars
intervention during the school year, and the Literacy Academy provided an additional
opportunity for students to continue receiving that service. In addition, since transportation
was provided, families did not have to worry about coordinating other times to meet for the
intervention. The teacher was already at school being paid for teaching at the Literacy
Academy, so there was no additional instructional cost for the district. Students only received
the intervention during the four-week Literacy Academy. The service would have been
available to the students even if they had not participated in the Literacy Academy, but it
demonstrates the efforts taken to provide for students’ needs (e.g., academic support) and
family supports (e.g., transportation needs for working families).
Volunteers
Prior to the beginning of the program, an avid tenth-grade reader asked if she could
volunteer with the Literacy Academy. Since she could not attend as a student and the bus was
picking up her younger brother anyway, she saw this as an opportunity to help. She came
every day for the first three weeks and helped in the small-group shared reading class (Group
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B). Each day she worked with a group of students to guide the discussion and keep them ontask.
During the second week of the program, another tenth-grade student asked if she could
help as well. She did not attend as regularly, but she was still able to help with the other smallgroup shared reading class (Group A).
Library
In the process of planning for the Literacy Academy, library check-out was requested.
In years past, summer school participants were able to access books in the library. They were
not, however, allowed to check out books and take them home. With the Literacy Academy
programming, library policies changed slightly. Not only were students allowed to check out
and take books home, but any student in the district could come to school and check out
books. The district also paid for a paraprofessional to monitor the library for two hours each
week, to ensure that book check-out was being properly managed. In one of the focus groups,
a girl was thrilled that the library was open for the summer and that books could be checked
out. She said, “I like when we get to go to the library and pick up books” (See Appendix I,
Student 11).
Hot Chocolate Station
The independent reading classrooms each had a hot chocolate station (See Figure
4.47). Hot chocolate mix was provided by a local coffee shop and funds from fundraising
efforts. Each day, students had the opportunity to prepare and drink a cup of hot chocolate
while reading their book. Keeping with the conservation mindset of the program, students
were encouraged to bring their own coffee mug to conserve paper products. One classroom
had a sink and so students washed their mug each day. The other classroom did not have a
sink, so the teacher washed the mugs on a daily basis. The students were so excited about the
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daily hot chocolate that many started to bring their own treats like marshmallows and
whipped cream (See Figure 4.48).

Figure 4.47 Hot chocolate station. Hot chocolate mix was donated by a local coffee shop.
Each day, the students enjoyed a cup of hot chocolate while they read independently.

Figure 4.48 Hot chocolate extras. The students enjoyed the hot chocolate station so much that
they started bringing extras like whipped cream and marshmallows. All students were
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encouraged to bring their own cup (and wash it daily) in order to reduce the amount of paper
garbage.
Nearly all of the focus groups, four out of five, discussed the importance of hot
chocolate for the Literacy Academy programming. As a recommendation for future
programming, students requested marshmallows and other hot chocolate condiments to add
to the reading treat. They stated that two marshmallows (instead of one), caramels, and mints,
would be great additions.
End of Program Celebration
The program concluded with a special field trip to the local bookstore (See Figures
4.49 and 4.50). Each student was able to select a book that cost fourteen dollars or less.
Students who had read eight books during the summer were also able to select another free
book from the local bookstore summer reading program. The cost of the two buses was
provided by the school’s activity fund and the students’ books were paid with a grant from
United Way.

Figure 4.49 End of program celebration at the bookstore. On the last day of the Literacy
Academy, students were able to select a book for $12 or less.
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Figure 4.50 Bus ride readers leaving the bookstore. Students wasted no time reading their
new books.
Budget
The Literacy Academy started with no budget, so any materials or funding had to be
generated through donation requests and grant writing. In terms of donations, fourteen
businesses or organizations donated gift cards, food coupons, and trinkets for attendance
prizes. Fourteen additional businesses and organizations donated a total of $9,096.46 for the
program.
The school board supported the Literacy Academy by providing bus transportation
for all participants. Five bus routes, to and from school, for 16 days, cost the district $10,000.
There was no cost for breakfast and lunch because the school qualified for the Minnesota
Eats program. This state-run program provides nutrition to children in high-poverty school
districts in the summer months. The Literacy Academy transferred $2,000 from grants to the
transportation budget, resulting in an $8,000 expense for the district.
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The district did not have to pay teachers’ salaries because that expense was paid by
the cooperating school district. Summer programming for the research school district falls
under the larger cooperating school’s extended year services program, so the that school
district managed the summer learning program and paid for staffing. The smaller research
school simply provided the facilities to accommodate students’ summer learning. As a result,
any state or federal funding generated from the summer school participation was given to the
larger, cooperating school district.
Postage expenses included the two postcard mailings in June and July. In August,
student and parent questionnaires were mailed home, along with a postage-paid envelope to
return the paperwork. These four postage fees added up to $203.70. Additional gift cards
were purchased to supplement the prizes donated from businesses and organizations, and this
cost was $664.21.
New curriculum texts were purchased with two grants and additional donations. The
nature-themed books required for the summer learning program cost $1,400. Originally, only
$717 was needed for curriculum texts but as the registration numbers increased, so
did the demand for instructional texts. Additional books were acquired to give to students to
take home, read, and keep. Donations of $1,400 were collected to spend on the students’
book distribution in May. The United Way grant paid for texts distributed in August. Texts
that students received at the end of the program celebration at the local bookstore were also
purchased with this funding source (See Table 4.60.)
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Table 4.60
Literacy Academy Expenses
Item

Expense

Transportation

$10,000.00

Books for Students

$1,400.00

Curriculum Texts

$1,400.00

Attendance Prizes

$664.21

Postage

$203.70

Total

$13,668.00

The greatest expense for this program was transportation (73%). The rural school
district boundaries and the expanse of the bus routes required many drivers and long bus
rides (some traveling for an hour). Books for students and the books used in school for
classroom instruction amounted to 20% of the program budget. Incentives such as gift cards
and prizes comprised 5% of the total budget (See Figure 4.51).
Curriculum
Texts
10%

Prizes Postage
5%
2%

Books for
Students
10%

Transportation
73%

Figure 4.51 Literacy Academy expenses. The primary expense needed to operate the
summer learning program was the transportation to and from school.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of the Results
Geographic isolation and socioeconomic disadvantage create learning obstacles for
many students in the summer months. A lack of access to educational opportunities, books,
and adequate nutrition can hinder students’ academic growth when school is closed for the
summer. Struggling students may not receive the explicit instruction or attention needed to
grow academically, unmotivated readers may not receive the encouragement to read, gifted
students may lack opportunities to challenge their reading skills, and multilingual learners
may have limited opportunities to practice their English skills. The result is a loss of reading
skills when students are away from school (Allington et al., 2010; Leefat, 2015). This loss of
learned skills, or summer learning loss, requires students to relearn skills instead of moving
forward with new learning at the beginning of the school year. Since summer learning loss is
also cumulative (Leefat, 2015; Shin & Krashen, 2008), building from summer to summer,
reducing summer learning loss is critical for students’ success as it has the potential to alter
students’ learning trajectories.
The summer Literacy Academy was created to reduce summer learning loss by
providing a literacy-rich learning environment that supported students’ reading growth with
research-based instructional practices. Each learning day was comprised of independent
reading with student- teacher conferencing, a teacher read-aloud, writing, small group shared
reading, and interactive readers’ theater. The theme of the program was Growing as Readers
and each week had a specific CCSS literacy standard and genre focus. Teachers conducted
formative assessments of students’ reading growth and the only standardized assessments
given were pre- and post- Literacy Academy STAR assessments. Worksheets were never
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distributed so time was spent focusing on engaging reading experiences that prompted
higher-order thinking and promoted student-led discussions.
This study also set out to eliminate barriers by providing transportation to and from
school, nutrition in the form of breakfast and lunch, and free books to read and keep. Borman
et al. (2005) suggested that providing summer resources can narrow the achievement gap
“under some circumstances” (p. 147). Turning on the faucet of resources during the summer
months was meant to provide school-year provisions that supported students’ literacy
learning.
Simply getting students to school with these resources was not enough; the summer
learning program also needed to inspire reading and motivate regular attendance. The
program itself had to be designed to improve literacy outcomes in an encouraging manner.
For the voluntary summer reading program to be successful, it required the accommodation
of families’ needs while also providing a welcoming, positive, and enriching learning
environment.
Quantitative data were derived from STAR reading assessments, registrations,
attendance documentation, and parent and student questionnaires. Qualitative data were
gathered from open- ended questionnaire responses and student focus groups. Results from
this study demonstrate the need for and effectiveness of providing literacy-focused
instruction and school-year resources during the summer months. Students’ reading
benchmark categories maintained end-of-school-year levels, program registrations and
attendance increased dramatically, and both students and parents acknowledged the positive
impact of the summer provisions and instruction. These outcomes emphasize both the need
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for and benefit of summer learning programs that support students’ academic and nonacademic needs when school is closed for the summer.
Research Question #1: How Does a Literacy-Focused Summer Program Affect
Students’ Reading Outcomes?
The STAR reading assessment was used to track student progress over time. Since all
students take the STAR assessment twice a year, they were accustomed to taking the test
during the Literacy Academy even if it was in the summer. Students in grades six and eight
left school in May 2019 and started school in September 2019 at a higher STAR mean score.
This was a reduction of summer learning loss. On the other hand, fifth grade scores dropped
throughout most of the summer, with a 137-point loss from May 2019 to August 2019. The
students then regained growth before the new academic year started in September 2019 with
only 30 points lost. Without the Literacy Academy program, the students could have
continued on the learning loss spiral. Lastly, seventh grade experienced a 133-point drop
during the eight weeks away from school, from May 2019 to July 2019, but then made
improvements to gain back 25 points before the school year started in September 2019.
Again, without the Literacy Academy experience, students’ learning loss would have
continued.
From May 2019 to September 2019, two grade levels experienced summer learning
losses and two grade levels experienced summer learning gains on the STAR reading
assessment. The results contradict previous summer school studies (Almus & Dogan, 2016;
Zvoch and Stevens, 2015) that noted overall academic gains that resulted from summer
programs. The grade levels that did experience improved literacy outcomes, however, reflect
the research of Entwisle et al. (2001) who assert that typical summer school gains for all
students is relatively small. In a similar study, Gao et al. (2016) noted that students’ interest
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in literacy improved as a result of the summer program but students’ literacy skills were not
enhanced.
Data retrieved from participants who attended summer school in previous years (See
Table 4.4) reflect similar random losses and gains. In previous summers, some students’
STAR scores increased dramatically one summer and then dropped the following summer.
Some students’ scores dropped one summer and then increased the following summer. It is
unknown what prompted the losses and gains; it might be caused by the ups and downs of
student growth as it is not linear. Perhaps it was student engagement in the program, or
perhaps it could even be attributed to student engagement in the actual computerized
assessment. Additional analysis could delve into the students’ testing time. If, for example, a
student finished the STAR test in less than 10 minutes, a decline in scores would be
expected. Student engagement in the STAR assessment, however, was not evaluated for this
study.
Sixth and eighth grade, the two grade levels that experienced summer learning
growth, also had the least number of participants. Grades five and seven had the largest
number of students. Seventh grade had the lowest rate of attendance (67%) but fifth grade
had the highest attendance rate (81%). There does not appear to be a clear reason why some
grade levels experienced summer learning gains while other grades experienced summer
learning losses. In September of 2017, all grade levels maintained above benchmark levels
during the summer. In September of 2018, two grade levels dropped to below benchmark
level. It is possible that as students get older and reading expectations increase learning
losses become more prevalent during the summer months. In 2019, however, all grade levels
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maintained benchmark category. There does not appear to be a clear reason for gains and
drops in summer learning. For this reason, further study is recommended.
Literacy Academy outcomes were also evaluated using STAR benchmark categories.
Grades five, six, and seven maintained their above benchmark category throughout the
summer. None of the groups dropped to below benchmark status this year although that has
occurred in previous summers (See Table 4.4). It could be speculated that without the
Literacy Academy experience, the grade levels’ scores could have dropped enough to fall
into the below benchmark category. Participation in the Literacy Academy, then, supported
the maintenance of the grade levels’ benchmark status and prevented a drop in benchmark
category.
In May 2019, grade eight started the summer below benchmark and stayed within the
below benchmark category until school resumed in September 2019. However, the STAR
mean score did increase so that students started the school year in September 2019 at a higher
score than when they left for summer vacation in May 2019. Though the rise in STAR scores
was not enough to move the eighth-grade group to above benchmark status, the summer
gains reflect positive learning outcomes from the Literacy Academy. Without the Literacy
Academy experience, it is very likely that the students would have started the school year
with summer learning loss instead of learning gains, and the grade would be even further
down from the above benchmark classification.
Looking at qualitative data, students’ perceptions of their own learning during this
summer was optimistic. Forty-six students (73%) felt that their reading skills improved as a
result of the Literacy Academy. Forty-seven students (74%) believed that their reading
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progress was greater in the summer than during the school year. Concerning motivation to
read, 40 students (64%) said that they were more motivated to read.
Students’ perceptions of their learning are important for the motivation and success of
readers. However, Parsons, A. et al. (2018a) noted that students’ self-concept of reading
decline from grades three to six, “most notably from grade 5 to 6” (p. 518). The fact that
these participants felt confident about their summer learning is a positive step for reading
motivation and literacy success. As Melekoglu (2011) stressed, when reading motivation
increases so does reading achievement. The majority of students believed that their reading
skills had improved and that the Literacy Academy had supported their reading growth.
Marchand-Martella et al. (2013) noted, student motivation to read should be seen as “an
integrated part of an effective adolescent literacy program” (p. 175).
The Literacy Academy maintained grade level benchmark categories for all grades
and supported summer learning gains for 50% of the grades. The program also motivated
students to read and it supported students’ positive self-concept of reading. Many students
(74%) believed that the literacy growth that occurred during the four-week program
surpassed literacy growth that had occurred during the 32-week school year. These outcomes
reflect positively on the Literacy Academy summer reading program.
Recommendations for Action Literacy Academy.
The four-class Literacy Academy program included the following: independent
reading with conferencing, teacher read-aloud with writing, small-group shared reading, and
readers’ theater. This program was created to provide a variety of literacy experiences that
included reading, writing, listening, and speaking skills. Just as McEachin et al. (2018) noted
in their research, summer learning programs should be designed with school-like
programming to motivate participation.
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The specific class that all focus groups enjoyed was readers’ theater. In regard to
other classes, some students wanted more independent reading, and some wanted less time.
Some students wanted more time for writing while some wanted less time. Students’ class
preferences could also be a reflection of their learning styles. Some students preferred to read
alone while others preferred to read with friends. The more instructional variety that is
offered, the more learning styles that can be addressed. For this reason, it is recommended
that the program consists of the same four components so that students receive the same
variety of opportunities to practice reading, writing, listening, and speaking skills.
Summer programming needs structure and specific literacy objectives for student
skills mastery. Summer programming must also address students’ interests while motivating
them to read and participate in literacy-related activities. The format of the Literacy
Academy addressed students’ literacy needs and should be used as a model or reference for
summer learning programs.
Assessment. Assessment for this study was limited to the pre- and post-STAR
reading assessment and the formative assessments quietly noted by classroom teachers. There
were no skill-and-drill exercises or quizzes and tests on the content learned. Teachers’
formative assessments were conducted to monitor the students’ progress toward achieving
mastery of the Common Core Standards. Some teachers used small group observations and
other teachers utilized individual conferences. Observations were recorded on the documents
prepared for the Literacy Academy program. This assessment element connects with
Fletcher’s (2014) research noting that effective reading teachers assess and monitor students
reading practices in order to meet their individual needs. The Literacy Academy was
designed to motivate readers as a whole, as small groups, and as individual readers.
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Many students from the program had already made a negative association between
reading and assessment. As a classroom teacher, I am required to administer monthly STAR
tests as well as weekly common formative assessments. Students are also required to take
Accelerated Read (AR) tests on every book that they read. Students know the testing routine
and they dislike it. When I introduced the Literacy Academy to classrooms, students would
clap their hands and whisper “yes” when I mentioned that there would be no tests (other than
the pre-post STAR assessment).
This program did not follow the school-year programming of reading with connecting
worksheets and continuous follow-up assessments. It is recommended that the Literacy
Academy continue with minimum summative assessments in order to focus on the positive
experiences of reading. Information on students’ progress can be gathered with individual
and small-group conferencing instead of paper-pencil tests or computer-generated exams.
The emphasis on the program should be motivating students to read so that they enjoy
reading and improve as readers, not to improve test scores exclusively.
For future study it is recommended to use the same standardized assessment so that
data from multiple years can be analyzed along with the new data from each Literacy
Academy summer. According to Bulut and Cormier (2018), higher grade levels need more
data points for instructional decision making. The continued use of STAR during the school
year and the summer aligns with this statement. The formative assessments, however, should
be collected weekly to generate data on students’ progress that can be compared to STAR
growth. Formative assessments were collected but not analyzed for this study. Future use of
these data could be compared to STAR reading scores. Minnesota Comprehensive
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Assessment (MCAs) scores could also be used as a tool to measure student growth over
many years.
Male students. The equal number of male and female students was important for this
study because research has shown that male students are typically less motivated to read than
female students (Malloy et al., 2017; Parsons, A. et al., 2018a; Senn, 2012). The t-test
showed a difference in mean STAR scores for male and female students. Female students
scored higher than male students in May and that gap increased during the summer so that
male students’ STAR scores had decreased much more than female STAR scores. However,
the male students did demonstrate gains during the last part of the summer so providing a
summer learning program that motivates male students to attend and learn is important.
Continued efforts to encourage male participation in summer learning activities is
recommended. In addition, it is recommended to focus in on the motivation and academic
needs of male students during the summer months. Additional research focusing on
adolescent male students’ summer reading outcomes is desirous.
Research Question #2: How Do Student and Family Incentives Affect Summer School
Registration and Attendance?
As a result of the Literacy Academy features (e.g., free transportation, meals, books,
and attendance prizes), registrations for the Literacy Academy increased by 746% when
compared to the previous year’s summer school program. This amounted to 42% of the fifth
through eighth grade population. Forty-nine female students and 48 male students registered
for the program and the retention of students who had registered was also very high (96%).
When comparing average attendance, the Literacy Academy students attended 75%
of the days while summer school students only attended 58% of the days in 2018. As
research suggests, this increase in summer learning attendance is paramount for student

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

248

achievement (Martorell et al., 2016; NASBE, 2013). Students and parents acknowledged that
attendance prizes motivated them to attend the Literacy Academy regularly. Daily hot
chocolate and weekly attendance prizes (e.g., gift cards, water tumblers, toys, etc.) motivated
students to attend. Seeing their friends at school also motivated them to attend regularly. In
2018, only 13 students attended the summer school program. In 2019, 93 students
participated in the Literacy Academy, so students were likely to see a/some friend/s every
day.
Forty-nine students (73%) said that they were positively motivated to register and
attend the program with the offering of prizes. Martorell et al. (2016) in their research
distributed weekly attendance prizes and experienced 9% gains for student prizes and 60%
for student and family prizes (e.g., gas and grocery cards). Similarly, the results from this
study match the success of the study of Almus and Dogan (2016) who found that schoolrelated gear and prizes positively affected attendance. Students had different preferences for
prizes so having an assortment was necessary. Attendance prizes were motivating for
students and this demonstrated the need for prizes for future summer learning programming.
Parents acknowledged the importance of providing transportation for the Literacy
Academy. Some students registered but were not able to attend the Literacy Academy
because their home was not within school boundaries for the bus route. The results from this
study reflect the NASBE’s (2013) recommendation for providing transportation to encourage
summer attendance. Summer nutrition was also important. The students themselves
responded to the specific question about free meals in the End of Program Questionnaire (See
Appendix C). Twenty-eight students (42%) said that free meals were important. The majority
of students in this district require bus transportation during the school year and 40% of
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students require food assistance during the school year. This need does not go away in the
summer months, so transportation and meals were important components of a summer
learning program for this district. Just as McQuade (2015) noted, students who need
nutritional assistance during the school year also need assistance in the summer months when
school is not in session. Participation in the Literacy Academy would decrease without the
bussing and meals, as was demonstrated by the students living out of district boundaries who
were unable to attend.
Eliminating barriers to education is important for families and students in the summer
months, especially for students who are geographically isolated or live in economically
disadvantaged households. As Pitcock (2018) noted, “public schools are a critical lifeline for
low-income students and families” (p. 4). Providing free transportation, nutrition, and books
were essential elements of this summer learning program and will be needed for future
summer programming. The attendance prizes motivated students to attend and since summer
learning is optional, the extra motivation was needed to entice summer participation. When
school districts look to support families in the summer months, simply providing a summer
learning program is not enough. Schools must provide the resources needed to make the
program accessible, they must support students with nutrition, and they must take action to
increase students’ motivation to attend regularly.
Recommendations for action transportation. School-funded transportation was
only approved for Literacy Academy participants living within the district. Two students
were unable to attend the Literacy Academy because their parents did realize that busses
would not transport students living outside of school boundaries.
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One parent, whose property was on the district boundary line, but not inside the
district, questioned the decision at the June school board meeting. The board decided that
since this was a trial year for the Literacy Academy program, they needed to adhere to the
stipulations established at the November 2018 board meeting.
In the End of Summer Questionnaire (See Appendix E), eight parents mentioned in
the open-ended questions that the transportation was either appreciated or was necessary in
order for their child to attend the Literacy Academy. Since siblings of Literacy Academy
participants could also ride the bus, summer school saw an increase of eleven students,
positively affecting the younger grades’ programming as well.
The five bus routes cost the district $10,000 (minus community donations of $2,000
that were generated by the researcher for this study). There was no way to plan for this
expense since the rural routes could vastly vary based on participants. Initially, the school
board thought that 40 participants would be a lofty goal, but the registrations quickly
surpassed the goal and more than doubled.
For future programming, it is recommended that transportation be provided for all
grades, 1-8, in addition to students living outside of the district who are enrolled in the
district. In the students’ End of Program questionnaire, students were specifically asked if
transportation motivated participation. Thirty-one students (46%) agreed that transportation
was important.
Parents might see transportation as an even greater need than the students, but nearly
half of the students recognized transportation as a need. Despite a very tight budget, the
school board did approve transportation for the summer Literacy Academy in 2020. It was
not willing to extend that service to students living outside of the district or students in grades
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1 – 4 attending summer school. Ideally transportation would be provided for all students, so
the elementary principal is investigating options to include all students on the bus route for
summer 2021.
Meals. All students received breakfast and lunch daily at the Literacy Academy.
Breakfast and lunch were also mentioned in parent questionnaires, more so than the students,
as a positive feature of the Literacy Academy. Minnesota Eats, the program that provided the
meals, involves a five-year commitment, so meals are already scheduled for summer 2020. If
the meals were not provided, it would be recommended that the school district pay for this
expense in order to support families and provide the nutrition that supports students’ summer
learning.
Attendance prizes. When I started preparing for this research project, geographic
isolation and economic disadvantage were two of the driving forces for providing bus
transportation and meals. As far as prizes were concerned, it was assumed that food coupons
and vouchers would be well-received prizes because food insecurity is prevalent in this
school. The food coupons, however, were not very popular. As one boy mentioned, his
mother could not drive him to the nearby town to redeem the free pizza. Students were more
interested in gift cards that could be used for online purchases.
They also preferred the immediate, tangible items such as squishy balls over food
coupons.
Many of the boys in the focus group discussions commented that they wished there
were more gift cards for the weekly prizes and the overall attendance prizes. For future
programming, providing more gift cards for attendance incentives is recommended. In
addition, more video game-type gift cards, especially for the male students, should be
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considered. Since the video-based cards are more expensive, these should be used for the
overall attendance incentives, drawn at the end of the program. It is recommended that future
programming provide small gift cards for weekly attendance and larger gift cards for overall
attendance raffles.
Focus groups and both student and parent questionnaires, communicated that
attendance prizes were extremely motivating for students. Future planning, then, should
account for prizes in the programming budget. Attendance prizes are recommended and
should be considered for adolescent summer learning programs.
Free time with friends. An unexpected motivator of the program was the time spent
with friends. Many students registered for the program because a friend had registered. Many
of the students attended every day because their friends were there. Having the extra time
devoted to socializing (before, after, and in the middle of the programming day) was
important for the students.
If students did not interact with their friends in the program groups, they did have the
opportunity to see their friends at the beginning of the day, the end of the day, and in the
middle of the day. Depending on when students arrived at school and when they finished
breakfast, there was time for students to play in the gym. The same occurred at the end of the
day when students finished eating lunch. Twenty-five minutes were scheduled for outside
free time each day.
Students played football and basketball, played on the playground equipment, or just
visited with each other. Student focus groups highlighted the importance of exercise and
movement breaks, as well as talking with their friends. Many of the students do not see their
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friends in the summer months due to the geographic isolation that results from living in a
rural area. It is recommended that future programming include socializing time for students.
Looking ahead to next summer, it will be important to emphasize the opportunity to
have free time with peers at the Literacy Academy. It would also be suggested that students
have the option to write friend preferences on the registration form. If a student can have at
least one friend in his/her core group, that might increase participation and attendance. A
positive learning environment, incentives, and time with friends are all connected. If students
can motivate friends to attend the program, then more students will motivate more
participation. When planning for a summer learning program, it is important not to overlook
the influence of peer relationships and the importance of time with friends. Developmentally
speaking, friendships at this age become extremely important. This is also especially critical
for rural school students, who may not see their friends all summer until school resumes
again in September.
Hot chocolate. Hot chocolate was an unexpected favorite component of the program.
From a programming perspective, the cost to provide this was relatively inexpensive since
the majority of the cocoa mix was provided by a local coffee shop. As Almus and Dogan
(2016) noted in their study, field trips and PE activities (no cost) were the most favorite
rewards. Sometimes the simple elements are the most effective.
Initially, it was planned to serve both lemonade and hot chocolate at the Literacy
Academy because half of the school was air conditioned and the other half was not. Teaching
staff assumed that the students in the warm non-airconditioned side of the building would
prefer cold lemonade, but they did not. Hot chocolate was unanimously preferred. The
success of the hot chocolate concurred with the research of Trelease and Krashen (1996) who
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noted that teachers can encourage reading alongside eating and drinking as the big
bookstores and coffee shops do.
The summer Literacy Academy already has a special café stand ready for 2020.
Volunteers constructed a hot chocolate stand using recycled palates and materials, and they
donated it to the program. It is recommended to serve daily hot chocolate with toppings for
future summers. This was a relatively inexpensive programming expense that was highly
motivating for the middle school students.
Future Study
Bussing and meals. For future study, it is recommended to include a survey question
that specifically asks parents if bus transportation affects a students’ participation in the
program. The parent question used for this study asked if incentives (e.g., transportation,
food, and prizes) motivated registration and attendance (See Appendix E, Item 1). For future
study, it is also recommended having a research question that asks parents if breakfast and
lunch, specifically, affected a students’ participation in the program.
Prizes. The exact number of prizes collected for the Literacy Academy was not
counted. Hats, shirts, water bottles, food coupons, and gift cards were not counted; they were
simply collected for this program. For future research, it is recommended to document an
accurate account of prizes collected and prizes distributed/selected by students in order to
track students’ preferences.
According to questionnaires and focus groups, prizes were motivating for male
students. Research has shown that girls are typically more motivated to read than boys
(Malloy et al., 2017; Parson, A. et al., 2018a; Senn, 2012). Since the increase in male
participation at the Literacy Academy was significant, it would be beneficial to specifically
inquire of male students’ motivation to attend a summer learning program. Data collected
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from future studies could positively impact reading outcomes for male students during the
summer months and throughout the school year.
Research Question #3: How Do School-Provided Summer Learning Opportunities
(Book Distribution and a Literacy-Based Summer Program) Affect Motivation To Read
for Middle School Readers?
Parsons, A. et al. (2018) noted that motivation to read is critical. Students who are
more motivated to read are higher-achieving readers than those who are less motivated.
Similarly, Melekoglu (2011) emphasized that motivation to read should be a primary
emphasis of reading teachers and researchers to support readers. A goal of this study was to
motivate readers in the summer months.
Students’ survey responses were favorable, with 50 students (79%) acknowledging an
increase in summer reading. Parents also noted an increase in motivation to read (94%) and
an increase in summer reading (94%). These results, both from students and parents, reflect
positively on the overall programming of the Literacy Academy.
Student focus groups also provided genuine input concerning their motivation to read.
Statements such as “I really do like coming rather than playing video games” (Appendix I,
Student 32) and “I feel like I have read more” (See Appendix I, Student 67) demonstrated an
increase in motivation to read. A student questionnaire item also provided quantitative data to
support increased motivation to read. Seventy-nine percent of students stated that the
Literacy Academy had increased their summer reading.
Motivation is an essential element of literacy learning, and the four-week Literacy
Academy program with its two book distributions motivated students to read more in the
summer months. The Literacy Academy itself was designed to inspire reading and increase
active participation with elements of literacy. In addition, the teachers were specifically
chosen for this program because of their love for literacy and their desire to stimulate
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students’ reading in the summer months. Together the program and staff created a rich
learning environment that enhanced the literacy development of middle-school readers.
Making books accessible to students also inspired them to read. Students were able to
select their own books and keep them. For many, the book ownership empowered students to
read. As Parsons, A. et al. (2018a) noted, “students who are motivated to read consistently
demonstrate higher reading achievement than students who are less motivated to read” (p.
507). Students’ and parents’ both felt that the program as a whole encouraged summer
reading.
Recommendations for Action Book distribution. All students selected eight books
to read at home. In a student focus group, one boy expressed that he felt that selecting eight
books in May was too many because, “some are slower readers”. He suggested that “you
could give them four at first and then if they read those four then they can get four more when
they’re at the Literacy Academy” (See Appendix I, Student 63). Interestingly, the majority of
students (53%) read between one and four books (See Table 4.43). Using this data and the
students’ idea, it is recommended that students select four books in May instead of eight.
Another item for consideration is that students could write a ‘wish list,’ for example,
listing the book titles that they would like to read next. When they finish the initial four texts,
they can go to school and select two more texts at a time, until the Literacy Academy starts.
If a student is unable to get to school for those texts, then the texts could be mailed to the
student. This would require extra staffing and postage for the district, but it may be
motivating to read the books and less overwhelming to receive so many at one time.
It is possible that students read the original eight texts after the Literacy Academy had
started, after they had completed the June and July Reading Log. For this reason, it would be
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recommended to ask the students again, in the fall, if they had read the original texts
distributed in May.
It should also be noted that while the assigned books given in August were matched to
the students as best as possible, there was a limited number of texts from which to choose.
The book selection was limited to what could be reasonably purchased or acquired through
donations. It is recommended to give the Reading Inventory Logs as a part of the registration
process so that there is more time to purchase books specifically based on students’ interests.
Another method of matching texts could be left to the teachers who worked with the
students during independent reading time with conferencing. During those conferences, the
teachers get to know the students and their book preferences. If books were to be assigned
again, teachers with direct contact with the students could help to order/purchase the texts
and match them to the readers. Timing might be a major obstacle, however, as it takes time to
get to know students well enough to select books and then actually order them.
Students who attended the last day of the Literacy Academy were also able to pick
out a book at the bookstore. Not all students read the book they had selected (only 64%), but
the experience itself of going to a bookstore and picking out a book, was a positive one. A
student who had negative comments throughout the Literacy Academy because he was not
allowed to use his phone during the day, commented on the principal’s Instagram post from
the local bookstore trip, that the Literacy Academy was “AWESOME.” The principal felt that
one particular comment made any monetary expense from the Literacy Academy “worth it”
to receive such a positive remark from someone who usually expressed negative comments.
It is recommended that an end-of-program celebration continue in the future.
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Focus groups and both student and parent questionnaires highlighted free books as a
motivating factor for Literacy Academy registration and attendance. Student-selected book
distributions are recommended for future programming.
Future Study
Focus groups. Students were comfortable and ready to share their thoughts and
feelings in the focus groups. Though the researcher was not a teacher at the Literacy
Academy, the students knew that the researcher had created the program. For this reason,
they might have exaggerated with their optimism for the Literacy Academy. Nearly all
statements were positive. For example, only one student stated directly that he did not want
to return next summer. If an outside person had conducted the focus groups, perhaps other
students may have said the same thing or provided more negative feedback. An outside
facilitator might have evoked more constructive criticism of the program because students
were not concerned with my feelings and investment in the program. For this reason, it may
be beneficial for an outside facilitator to facilitate the focus groups.
Research Question #4: How Does Student Book Choice Affect Students’ Reading
Engagement at Home During the Summer Months?
In order to combat geographic isolation and book inaccessibility, all participants were
given books to read and keep. All students selected eight books to take home and read during
the eight-week time period from the end of the school year in May 2019 until the beginning
of the Literacy Academy in July 2019. Ten percent of students read all of eight books that
they selected, and 270 books out of the 776 books (38%) were read by the start of the
program in July. While some students did read books at home, the results from this study
contradict the idea that simply providing books will increase summer reading (Guryan et al.,
2016; Shin & Krashen, 2008).
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The six individual focus groups were conducted to collect students’ input on the
Literacy Academy. The students provided practical suggestions, such as only giving four
books in May. When students finish reading the four, students said, they could ask for more
books to read. This example connects with the idea that focus groups can be an effective way
to observe students’ beliefs (Hinojosa et al., 2014).
The second book distribution provided two to four books. All students received two
books that were selected by the researcher using their reading interest inventory and
matching students’ reading levels with the reading levels of the texts. Of the 62 students who
returned their August Reading Log, only 48 researcher-selected books (38%) were read.
Students who attended the last day of the Literacy Academy were able to select a
book from the local bookstore. This book was in addition to the two books given to them by
the researcher. Student choice positively affected the reading rate, with 36 books (64%) read.
Book choice did make a difference in books read in August.
Book choice positively affected students’ summer reading. This concurs with the
outcomes of many researchers (Certo et al., 2010; Daniels et al., 2011; Guthrie, 2014; Malloy
et al., 2017; Marinak et al., 2010). At least 354 books provided by the Literacy Academy
were read during the summer months. There are no data from previous summers from which
to compare, but a population of 93 students reading at least 354 books at home, during the
summer months, is a positive outcome for the Literacy Academy. It is unknown how many
books, if any, students read in previous summers. For this reason, it will be important to track
summer book distributions and summer reading patterns in the future.
While all of the participants received free books to read during the summer months,
some of the students only read a few of those books. Some read none at all. At the same time,
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many of these students expressed an increased motivation to read at the Literacy Academy.
This might suggest that not only do students need access to interesting books, but they also
need support as they read those books. A friendly postcard reminding students to read in the
summer was not enough. Though Kim et al. (2017) noted that reminders sent home
communicating the importance of reading increases students’ motivation to read, it does not
appear that the postcards motivated student-reading at home. Students need access to
engaging instruction that motivates them to read. Jesson et al. (2014) wrote that “provision of
access does not guarantee most effective learning from texts” (p. 46). Similarly, McDaniel et
al. (2017) assert that not only do students need to be provided with literature in the summer,
but they also must be “supported to engage in fluency and comprehension building activities
with texts to address the summer reading loss” (p. 675). Students also need interactions with
teachers who make reading a positive and meaningful experience.
Future Study
Book distribution. Many students read books as a result of the Literacy Academy.
There are no data from previous summers to which to compare that information. For that
reason, it is recommended that additional data be collected on students’ summer reading in
future summers. It would be worthy to track students’ reading habits in the summer months,
both with books provided for them and books that they accessed beyond school resources.
Research Question #5: How Does Student Book Choice Affect Students’ Reading
Engagement During Instructional Programming at School?
Book choice did not have a significant effect on students’ reading engagement at
school. Students who were assigned book groups during the small-group reading class
displayed slightly higher amounts of on-task reading behaviors than students who were
assigned to reading groups. Of the different groups observed, those in the assigned book
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groups actually displayed more on- task reading behaviors (86.6%) than those who selected
their book groups (81.4%). Book choice did not greatly affect on-task reading behaviors in
the small-group shared reading class as both classes, Group A and Group B, experienced a
high level of on-task reading behaviors.
While some suggest that book choice is important (Fisher & Frey, 2018; Guthrie,
2014) the results from this study did not support that. Reading engagement did not differ
between students reading books they selected and students reading books that were assigned
to them.
During classroom instruction, Little et al. (2014) recommend student choice in the
texts read by students. From these results, both texts assigned by teachers and books selected
by students were engaging for students. Based on these results, a teacher could use either
strategy (e.g., assigned or student-selected book groups) for small-group reading instruction.
This study, however, only provided a snapshot of student reading behaviors and did
not assess the reading environment, instructors’ method of assigning texts, or students’
intrinsic motivation to read. The reading observations did not take into account students’
reading habits, behavior challenges, or learning environment. Factors other than student
choice may have affected students’ on-task reading behaviors. For example, students may
come to class already possessing a motivation to read. A motivated reader may stay on-task
with an undesirable book whereas an unmotivated reader may find it difficult to stay on-task.
In addition, students may experience difficulties focusing on tasks in general, difficulties
starting a task, or difficulties transitioning. The observed reading behaviors did not take into
account any pre-reading activities the teacher may have conducted. The high rate of on-task
reading behavior may also be attributed to the students’ genuine interest in the text or
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intrinsic motivation to read, or the teachers’ selection of books (e.g., matching them to the
students’ interests and reading levels).
The reading environment could also be a contributing factor. Group A typically
contained three student reading teams in each class period. Students read in various places
throughout the classroom such as desks, tables, and floor mats. Students in Group B had a
unique classroom that contained four compartmentalized rooms. Each reading team could
read in their own little room. Three of the rooms had tables with chairs while one room had
mats, pillows, and a reclining chair. Students in Group B were not easily distracted by other
groups because they essentially had their own room. The larger classroom used by Group A,
with more distractions, may have contributed to the higher rate of off-task reading behaviors
for the student-selected group. For these reasons, future study is needed to evaluate the
effectiveness of student book choice during summer school instruction.
There was no significant difference in the reading behaviors of students in the choice
group and assigned book group. Student focus groups, however, suggested that student
choice is an important factor for literacy programming and students’ motivation to read. For
that reason, it is recommended to provide opportunities for choice of texts as a component of
a summer literacy program.
Future Study
The observations recorded in this study offered a snapshot of students on- and offtask reading behaviors. For future study, it is recommended that more reading observations
occur in order to provide more information on student reading engagement. It is
recommended to collect data for longer periods of time with larger numbers of students. The
observations should occur at specific times of the day and during specific times of the
summer program (e.g., starting, middle, end-of-program). This additional information will
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determine if there was any success or increase in on-task reading behaviors as a result of
participation in the literacy program.
Research Question #6: How Do a Literacy-Focused Summer Program and the
Incentives Offered To Students and Families Affect Parents’ Perspectives on Summer
Reading and Summer Learning?
Parents provided many positive comments about the Literacy Academy. Fifty-nine
parents (94%) noted increased student engagement and motivation to read as a result of
participation in the Literacy Academy. The same number of parents also said that their child
read more as a result of the Literacy Academy. Parents unanimously said that the Literacy
Academy should continue.
In the questionnaires, parents suggested that certain elements of the program made it
possible for their child to attend and may affect future participation. Seven parents (17%)
noted that bussing and meals were important, 15 parents (37%) said that prizes and books
were important to their child, and 12 (29%) stressed the importance of the literacy emphasis.
In addition, many parents (34%) stated that the positive promotion of the program prompted
their child to register and attend the Literacy Academy.
Parents provided many reasons for their approval of the program. Prizes and
incentives were not the only reason to like the Literacy Academy. Parents approved of the
literacy focus and they acknowledged that the program was well-promoted. These results
demonstrate the importance of promoting a positive, enrichment-based summer program
instead of a punitive, remedial program. Many parents need their child to receive supports
(e.g., transportation, meals, and book access) but they also want their children to participate
in a motivating program.
The literacy program itself was well-received. Parents liked the structured but yet fun
learning program and mentioned the specific classes (e.g., readers’ theater) as enjoyable for
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their child. The success of the program can also be attributed to the unanimous (100%)
recommendation of parents to continue the Literacy Academy program in the future.
School Board
The summer learning program was also well-received by the school board. Not only
did the board provide approval for the continuation of the program, but also requested that
the program include all grades (one through eight) for the summer of 2020. The Literacy
Academy will expand to include grades four through eight and the primary grades (one
through three) will be referred to as a summer academy instead of summer school. The board
hopes that the enthusiasm and success of the Literacy Academy will transfer to the primary
grades’ summer learning academy.
As a result of the Literacy Academy programming, the school board has also made
changes to school library operations. In previous years, the school library was only accessible
during summer school and students were not allowed to check out books. Students could
only read books in the library. Now the library is open during summer programming and all
students (Literacy Academy participants and non-participants) are able to check out books. In
the summer of 2020, the library will be open for book check-out one day a week for the
entire summer. This is in addition to the library time provided during the four-week Literacy
Academy.
Student Impact
After the Literacy Academy was done and the data were collected and analyzed, I
quickly had to shift gears into planning for the next summer of the Literacy Academy. In
December, a student approached me with $20 of her own money to give in support for the
continuation of the program. Before I accepted the money, I wanted to check with her mother
to make sure that this gesture was acceptable. This was her response:
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Yes, I know about (name)'s donation. She has been wanting to donate to worthy
causes, so we had discussed a few good options but when I told her that you were
doing literacy academy again and are always looking for funding, that helped her
decide what to do. She absolutely can't wait to come again in the summer. "How is it
that Mrs. O'Connell can make Literacy Academy so fun but school is so boring?"
Those were her words to me this morning. Thank you so much for everything you do! I
couldn't be prouder of (name) for deciding to give the money to you. It shows me what
an impact you've made in her life. (See Appendix, I, Student 83)
Recommendations
This study demonstrated that middle school students will voluntarily return to school
in the summer months if the conditions are right. Students’ attendance was motivated by the
book distribution and attendance prizes, and families articulated the need for transportation
and meals. School districts should consider budgeting these provisions to support summer
learning. It is not enough to simply offer a summer learning program. Schools must provide
the resources needed for students to access the summer program and then support their
learning with proper nutrition and book access. Schools must also take into account
motivating factors (e.g., attendance prizes) and support measures that encourage regular
participation.
Students returned to the Literacy Academy day after day because the programming
itself was inviting and encouraging. This then, positively affected their motivation to read.
These elements reflect the need to reevaluate summer school models. Summer learning
programs need not be presented or viewed as punitive. Instead, they must shift emphasis as a
deficit-based recovery program to an asset-based learning opportunity. Summer programs
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should encourage all students’ desire to learn and they should provide an inviting
environment that supports students’ growth.
The Literacy Academy melded research-based processes of reading instruction with
motivating factors such as student choice and peer interactions. It was emphasized at the
inception of this program that students’ reading enjoyment was paramount. Learning to read
and reading enjoyment should not be viewed as separate concepts. The success of the
Literacy Academy should serve as a catalyst to fuel discussions and changes in literacy
instruction practices, for both summer programs and literacy instruction throughout the
school year. A literacy rich learning environment must inspire positive attitudes with reading.
Theme. The theme of the Literacy Academy was Growing as Readers. All of the
reading materials focused on nature-based topics and conservationists’ work. One male focus
group suggested a sports theme for 2020, so it is recommended to pursue themes that are
motivating for students. Since the acquisition of texts can be expensive, it is recommended to
design the program so that each class/section/group has a different genre focus each week. In
this manner, books can rotate through the four classes/sections/groups during the four weeks
and there are less books to purchase for programming. Students will not receive the same
standard focus in each class throughout the day, but students will receive instruction on all
four standards during all four weeks of the program. Yearly themes can be rotated, or larger
programs could offer more than one theme depending on participation numbers.
Atmosphere. Promoting and creating a fun learning atmosphere was important for
both the students and parents. Students did not want to attend a summer learning program
that mirrored programming during the school year. Even though, parents wanted their
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children to participate in a more relaxed setting, they also desired an enrichment program that
motivated them to read.
They desired a balance of academic learning and reading enjoyment. The same
balance should be desired from teachers and program administrators. Learning to read and
reading to learn should always be an enjoyable experience throughout the entire year.
This program focused on positive reading experiences. There were no worksheets or
busy work that accompanied the literature. There were no tests to accompany books or
quizzes to demonstrate reading passage comprehension. There were no rubrics for readers’
theatre performances. Instead, students engaged in discussions and activities that promoted
comprehension and analysis of texts through reading, writing, listening, and speaking
activities. Teachers provided positive feedback and encouragement as the students practiced
literacy skills. As Gambrell (2011) noted, sometimes specific teacher praise can be more
motivating than prizes. The students’ responses to this literacy environment also apply to the
need for enjoyable reading experiences during the school year.
Even though the summer classes were smaller than school-year classes (e.g., 12
students instead of 28), this study demonstrated the importance of providing positive reading
experiences throughout the year. All of the strategies were successfully utilized in a summer
literacy program and all of these strategies could be implemented during the school year.
The teachers selected for this program were chosen because of their love for literacy
and reading-related instruction. They modeled engaging teaching practices during the school
year and had already built positive relationships with the students. Only one teacher taught
outside of the district, but since she lived within the school district some of the students knew
her. All of the teachers were encouraged to support students’ reading progress and create
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positive reading experiences for all of the students. Classroom management reflected the
warm student-teacher relationships and of the 16 days of class, there was only one behavior
incident that occurred on the playground.
Ninety-three students were motivated to voluntarily attend the Literacy Academy
when school was dismissed for the summer. If the learning atmosphere was not favorable,
students would not have attended. Atmosphere is an important environmental factor for
learning and is maybe one that is often overlooked when planning a summer or school-year
program.
Choice. Choice was an overwhelming theme among the students’ focus group
discussions. All students, both boys and girls, expressed that book choice was very important
to them-both for independent reading and small-group reading activities. This concurs with
McGill-Franzen et al. (2016) who state that “interest and choice motivate and sustains
reading” (p. 595). Students also emphasized their enthusiasm for the freedom to write about
scripts of their choosing, during the readers’ theater class. When it came to independent
writing, students liked writing about topics they chose themselves. Including choice when
possible and reasonable is recommended for future literacy instruction.
Student groups. One thing that students did not get to choose was the student
composition of the program groups. Four out of five discussion groups mentioned that they
enjoyed the Literacy Academy because they were able to see their friends. To improve
programming in the future, it is suggested that students have the opportunity to have some
choice regarding the friends in their groups. The registration forms, for example, could
provide the option of having students write the names of two or three friends with whom they
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would like to join in groups. Even if one listed friend is in a student group, the student will
feel that he/she had some choice in the grouping decisions.
Some of the students were content with the mixed-grade-level groupings while others
preferred to be with students at the same grade level. There were no behavior issues reported
from any of the groups. Students communicated, though, that they wanted to be in groups
with more of their friends. Future planning recommendations include mixed-age grouping,
but not necessarily all grades in each group. The groups can have two or three grade levels,
but they should try to accommodate more friend requests to increase motivation to attend and
participate.
What’s in a name? When students were casually asked if they would be interested in
attending summer school, they instantly cringed and responded with an irritated ‘no’. For
many students, summer school is used as a threat to motivate work during the school year. If
students fail to meet requirements of a class, they will be required to attend the same class
again in the summer. Summer school, for most, is generally perceived as a negative, punitive
experience.
In an attempt to change the summer learning perspective from one of dismay to one
of enthusiasm, the summer programming name for the middle school students was changed
to that of a summer ‘Literacy Academy.’ According to Merriam-Webster (2018), an academy
is a school, usually above elementary level, in which special subjects are taught. The website
also provides a definition specifically for English language learners, that it is “a school that
provides training in special subjects or skills...an organization of people who work to support
art, science, or literature.” That is exactly what the Literacy Academy was created to
accomplish. The summer learning program would provide specific training in language arts

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

270

and it would support students’ reading with the distribution of reading materials for the entire
summer.
Not only did the success of the Literacy Academy generate the school board approval
of future programming for grades four through eight (an addition of a grade level for next
summer), it also spurred changes for programming in the primary grades. The school board
requested that the Literacy Academy expand to include all grades, one through eight. It was
decided, however, to only add grade four for next summer. The school then decided to
change the name of the primary grades’ summer learning program from summer school to
the Summer Academy. The school board hopes that the success and enthusiasm generated
from the Literacy Academy will transfer to the younger grades. Simply changing the name of
summer programming from summer school to a summer academy serves as a catalyst to
change initial student and parent perceptions of the program. Educational leaders must then
change the programming to match the vigor of the academy designation.
Suggestions for Future Research
Additional study is recommended to compare reading motivation and literacy growth
for male and female students in the middle grades. Female students in this study scored
higher than male students in May, before summer break, and experienced less summer
reading loss than male students. The analysis of data found no statically significant difference
in motivation during the Literacy Academy, but the male students’ STAR scores dropped
significantly more than female students during the summer months. More research is
recommended to evaluate students’ motivation to read, reading engagement, and resulting
reading outcomes.
This research project encapsulated many factors that can affect summer learning and
continued study of all of these aspects would be valuable. However, there is very little
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research available on multi-summer studies, especially for middle-school students. It is
recommended to pursue studies that monitor learning programs and student growth over
multiple summers. More research is thus recommended for studies on multiple-summer
summer learning programs for adolescent readers.
Conclusion
This study was created to evaluate the impact that a summer reading program and the
provision of summer resources may have on middle-school students’ motivation to read and
their reading growth. The flow of school-year resources was resumed so that students could
continue to learn even when school was closed during the summer months. Transportation,
nutrition, book access, and a literacy-focus program were provided for students in a rural,
socioeconomically disadvantaged school district in hopes that the summer slide, or summer
learning loss, would be decreased.
The Literacy Academy had a positive effect on student literacy outcomes. The
program supported students in maintaining reading benchmark levels so that they did not
drop to a lower benchmark level, as had occurred in the summer of 2018. Two grade levels
even returned to school in September 2019 with higher mean STAR scores than in May 2019,
starting the school year with summer learning gains. Without this program it could be
assumed that summer learning loss would have been more prevalent.
Resources such as transportation and meals greatly contributed to the increase in
student participation. Incentives and prizes also motivated students to register for the
program and attend regularly. Both attendance and student retention at the Literacy Academy
were exceedingly higher in 2019 than at summer school in 2018. Parents and students
acknowledged that the combination of resources and attendance prizes stimulated an interest
in the program and maintained motivation to participate regularly.
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Students were given texts to ensure book access during the summer months. Parents
and students also acknowledged that the book distribution and choice of books increased
students’ at- home reading during the summer months. Book choice was highlighted as an
important factor for students but all reading groups at the Literacy Academy experienced
high levels of on-task reading behaviors whether they had choice of the group texts or not.
The high levels of student engagement speak to the design and implementation of the
Literacy Academy program.
Perhaps the most notable outcome of the study was the increase in motivation.
Motivation to attend a summer learning program was higher in 2019 than in any other year.
Motivation for both genders to attend a summer learning opportunity was greater than any
other year. Students’ increased motivation to read was recognized by both students and
parents. Lastly, motivation to continue a summer literacy program was unanimous among
parents. Students are currently motivated to read in the summer months, parents are
motivated to promote the Literacy Academy for summer 2020, and the school district is
motivated to support its students with resources that encourage learning year-round.
Results from the Literacy Academy study demonstrate the positive outcomes that can
occur from supporting students’ learning needs during the summer months. Ninety-seven
middle-school students in a small, rural, Title I school voluntarily registered for a summer
learning program. Ninety-seven students were motivated to return to school during their
summer vacation and engage in reading activities. One hundred percent of parents viewed the
Literacy Academy as a valuable program and want it to continue for future summers.
This program was not organized by a building administrator or a summer learning
coordinator. The Literacy Academy was created and implemented by a sixth-grade teacher
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who wanted to encourage summer reading while providing positive literacy experiences for
middle- school students. This dissertation project has set into motion a literacy program that
will forever change how students and parents view summer learning. Transportation,
nutrition, book access, book choice, attendance prizes, and a research-based literacy program
are working together to motivate middle-school readers and combat summer reading loss. In
doing so, students in this small school are overcoming challenges that arise from geographic
isolation and socioeconomic disadvantage, propelling them on a positive learning trajectory
for future learning successes.
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APPENDIX A. JUNE AND JULY READING LOG

June & July Reading Log
Summer 2019
Please record the books that you received from the Literacy Academy,
and read in June and July.

Book Title

Finished
Reading?
YES / NO

YES / NO
YES / NO

YES / NO

YES / NO

YES / NO

YES / NO

YES / NO

Name: ______________________________

Date: ___________
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APPENDIX B. STUDENT READING INVENTORY

Student Reading Inventory
Name
Favorite book/s:

Favorite author/s:
What kinds of things do you like to read?
Books in a series
Books by my favorite author
Graphic novels (comic books)
Newspaper
Books on tape
Books online/Kindle/etc.
Magazines
Online reading
What is/are your favorite genre/s?
Fiction
Historical Fiction
Realistic Fiction
Science Fiction
Mysteries
Comedies
Traditional Fiction
Non-Fiction
Biography
Autobiography
Graphic Novel
Poetry
Do you know your AR level or reading range? If so, what is it?
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APPENDIX C. END OF PROGRAM STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

End-of-Program Student Questionnaire

Name

#1: Bus transportation motivated me to attend the Literacy Academy.
5
Strongly Disagree

4
Disagree

3
Neither or Not
Applicable

2
Agree

1
Strongly Agree

#2: Meals (breakfast and lunch) motivated me to participate in the Literacy Academy.
5
Strongly Disagree

4
Disagree

3
Neither or Not
Applicable

2
Agree

1
Strongly Agree

#3: Free books for summer reading motivated me to attend the Literacy Academy.
5
Strongly Disagree

4
Disagree

3
Neither or Not
Applicable

2
Agree

1
Strongly Agree

#4: Gift cards, clothes, and other incentives motivated me to attend the Literacy Academy.
5
Strongly Disagree

4
Disagree

3
Neither or Not
Applicable

2
Agree

1
Strongly Agree

#5: The literacy-focused program motivated me to attend the Literacy Academy.
5
Strongly Disagree

4
Disagree

3
Neither or Not
Applicable

2
Agree

1
Strongly Agree

What other factors, if any, motivated you to attend the Literacy Academy?

What do you feel would be the most important thing/s to offer at the Literacy Academy
next summer? (What would the Literacy Academy need to offer in order for you to
return next year?)
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APPENDIX D. END OF SUMMER QUESTIONNAIRE (STUDENT)

Summer Literacy Academy
Name:
1. The incentives (bus, food, clothing, prizes, etc.)
motivated me to register for the summer literacy
academy.

End-of-Summer Questionnaire
Student Participant
Strongly
Disagree Disagree
1
2

Agree
3

Strongly
Agree
4

2. The incentives motivated me to attend the Literacy
Academy regularly.

1

2

3

4

3. The book distribution made it possible for me to read
during the summer.

1

2

3

4

4. I liked the books that were given to me through the
Literacy Academy program.

1

2

3

4

5. I had access to other books during the summer.

1

2

3

4

6. I read other books during the summer.

1

2

3

4

7. I liked the learning activities and strategies that my
teachers used at the summer Literacy Academy.

1

2

3

4

8. I found the Literacy Academy activities better than
reading activities during the school year.

1

2

3

4

9. I was engaged in the summer Literacy Academy more
than during the year.

1

2

3

4

10. I felt like I improved my reading skills at the
summer Literacy Academy.

1

2

3

4

11. I believe that the Literacy Academy helped me
improve my academic knowledge and skills that I
could not do during the school year.

1

2

3

4

12. I read more this summer because of the summer
literacy program.

1

2

3

4
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APPENDIX E. END OF SUMMER QUESTIONNAIRE (PARENT)

Summer Literacy Academy

End-of-Summer Questionnaire
Parent of Participating Student

1. The incentives (transportation, food, prizes, etc.)
motivated me to register my child for the literacy
academy.

Strongly
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1
2
3
4

2. The incentives motivated my child to attend the Literacy
Academy regularly.

1

2

3

4

3. My child liked the books that he/she received through
the Literacy Academy program.

1

2

3

4

4. My child also read other books (not provided by the
Literacy Academy program).

1

2

3

4

5. My child participated in other academic learning
camps/sessions during the summer.

1

2

3

4

6. My child visited educational locations (library, museum,
bookstore, state park, etc.) in the summer months.

1

2

3

4

7. Overall, my child’s engagement and motivation to read
increased as a result of the summer Literacy Academy.

1

2

3

4

8. My child read more this summer because of the summer
literacy program.

1

2

3

4

9. My child initiated/asked to participate in the Literacy
Academy.

1

2

3

4

10. The Literacy Academy should be offered next summer.

1

2

3

4

11. If your child did not attend summer school before, why did he/she attend the Literacy Academy
this year?
12. Please provide any input or comments that would be helpful for future planning (use the back
side if needed. Thank you!
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APPENDIX F. END OF SUMMER QUESTIONNAIRE (PARENT OF NONPARTICIPANT)

Summer Literacy Academy

1. My child had access to books during the summer
months.

End-of-Summer Questionnaire
Parent of Non-Participant
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1
2
3
4

2. My child visited a library in the summer months.

1

2

3

4

3. My child read books in June.

1

2

3

4

4. My child read books in July.

1

2

3

4

5. My child read books in August.

1

2

3

4

6. My child participated in an educational learning
camp/session during summer.
7. My child visited educational locations (museum,
bookstore, state park, etc.) in the summer.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

8. My child did not participate in the summer Literacy
Academy due to a scheduling conflict

1

2

3

4

9. My child did not participate in the summer Literacy
Academy due to lack of transportation.

1

2

3

4

10. My child did not participate in the summer Literacy
Academy due to lack of student interest.

1

2

3

4

11. My child did not participate in the summer
Literacy Academy due to the emphasis on
literacy.

1

2

3

4

12. Is there another reason why your child did not participate in the summer learning program? If so,
please provide that/those reason/s here:
13. What would be needed for your child to participate in a summer learning program?
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APPENDIX G. AUGUST READING LOG

August Reading Log
Summer 2019
Please record the books that you received from the Literacy
Academy, and read in August.

Books
Did you receive a book at The local bookstore, on the last
day of the Literacy Academy?
If so, did you read it?

Did you receive a book from the The local bookstore
summer reading program?
If so, did you read it?

YES / NO

YES / NO

YES / NO

YES / NO

Did you read:
YES / NO

Did you read:
YES / NO

Name: ______________________________

Date: ___________
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APPENDIX H. READING ON-TASK OBSERVATION
Reading Time On-Task Observation
Time Interval

On/Off Task

Behavior

On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
On / Off
Time (in minutes)
On-task
Off-task

Percentage
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APPENDIX I. STUDENT AND PARENT COMMENTS
Student and Parent Comments
Student Number
1
4
8
9
11
17
18
20
23
24
32
35
42
45
46
47
58
61
63
67
79
80
83
89
91
92
96

Grade
5
5
5
7
6
7
5
7
5
5
7
7
5
5
7
7
5
5
7
7
5
6
6
7
5
8
8

Gender
Female
Male
Male
Male
Female
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female
Male
Female
Female
Female
Male
Male
Male
Female
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
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APPENDIX J. PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTION #11
Parent Responses to Question #11, “If your child did not attend summer school before, why
did he/she attend the Literacy Academy this year?
The incentives and books.
The Literacy Academy was presented as an opportunity to share reading and writing.
This is the first time the option was made available to him.
He liked the incentives.
We chose to attend to see what the academy was about!
This was the first time ever that enrichment was offered during the summer. The act
of learning and engaging is important to her.
(Name)’s weak area is reading. I liked that the Literacy Academy focused on reading
and the enjoyment of reading.
The incentives and we encouraged as she’s new in a new school and home.
My daughter came to me and begged to be in the Literacy Academy!
Enjoy reading, transportation to and from school-lunch offered. Fun activities
planned.
We wanted to make sure there read Improve more and make sure they understand
what they reading.
LA was made to sound fun and enjoyable (which it was).
Transportation offered, lunch. Reading is a favorite activity, fun events planned.
She wanted to improve her reading skills.
She was excited to get the free books & she enjoys reading.
Transportation was provided.
I thought it would be a constructive activity to do during the summer.
I’m not sure this is something she really wanted to do.
He thought it would be a fun program & free books.
Transportation and a chance to see classmates.
He asked to attend. He loves books & prizes and the bus was a hug reason it made it
possible for him to attend.
Promotion of it during school, early & often, free books and prizes all contributed
here.
Positive promotion of the program, many classmates were attending.
The program was well-promoted and publicized, however my child wasn’t very
excited to attend. More of a parent push to go.
His IEP didn’t indicate summer school was needed so no para, plus schedules.
He came from school asking to join and I believe the incentives of getting books
was why he wanted to go.
Because friends were, and it helps avoid summer slide.
Opportunity to get some books and to get to see friends, gave him something to look
forward to.
He joined in on Mrs. O’Connell’s excitement for the program. He liked that it was
short term. Hearing that many of his peers were signed up helped with the
excitement also.
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She came home saying it sounded really exciting and wanted to be a part of it.
She wanted the extra help.
Loves to read all ready, but the incentives and new books offered to her were
appealing.
I as a parent thought it was a great way to keep her reading throughout the summer.
They heard about receiving books and couldn’t believe that someone would give
them free books! Books they have really wanted. They felt special I’m sure.
Because it didn’t feel like school (I strongly believe in summer break!).
She brought it up and said she wanted to.
Truthfully, extrinsically motivated by prizes, books, and friends participating (I
made him).
She enjoys reading and needed a summer activity.
Encouragement from teachers and friends and the chance to win prizes. Also,
encouragement from parents in hopes (name) would learn to enjoy books more.
To read more and get more books to read.
The incentives to participate and her friends excited for it.
My son is a Lover of Books, when we heard about this, we jumped at the chance.
We would’ve paid for a program that kept him so interested! Thank you for this.
She was very interested in being able to read and talk about the books. She loves to
read and act out the book.
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APPENDIX K. PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTION #12
Parent responses to Question #12, “Please provide any input that would be helpful for future
planning.
Wonderful program! It really helped curb the “summer slide”.
This program is wonderful! I hope it can stay. (Name) had nothing but wonderful
things to say about it every day!
Would love to see this continue! It’s a wonderful program that (name) was very
excited to participate in!
(Yes to bus!)
She’s already a reader (for #2 on parent question #8).
Appreciate the best practices that were used to engage ALL students. (Name) was
excited to go to LA every single day! She didn’t want to miss a day ever! She
especially enjoyed the Reader’s Theatre!
I loved the transportation. Also the free breakfast and lunch. The prizes motivated
(name) to go to literacy academy every day. I loved that he was reading in the
summer. (Name) did not want to go, but once he went he liked it! Please offer next
summer. It is a great program!
We really wanted to (name) to go, but we were worried about how to get him to
summer school. Then we got the letter for the Literacy Academy and were so
excited. We loved what the program would help him do and there was transportation
provided. Couldn’t ask for more. He was excited to go each day and couldn’t wait to
tell us what he did/read that day. He really liked picking out his own books.
Great program! Thank you!
I honestly was shocked (name) signed up-while he read at camp-there was little more
reading done at home on his own-But he loves to go to B&N and buy books-just need
him to READ them!!
Would love to see this available again. He really enjoyed attending, reading, getting
free books, & prizes, and it kept him reading this summer. Thank you for an
awesome program!
Different events throughout the day seemed to be enjoyed. Maybe offer additional
‘games’ to help with reading comprehension like Trivia Pursuit, bingo, etc. ….a little
competition in the classroom is always fun… Thx.
Thank you for everything.
I thought the program was great and wouldn’t change a thing. (Name) was excited to
go to the literacy academy everyday there was class.
Thanks for the Program you did great!!
Thanks!
Great program!
The academy worked smoothly around the sports schedule and pool time!! They still
had a summer, so I was happy to hear from them that it felt like school but was not
like school. I like that cuz they look forward to time to play, swim, be outside while
we get our few summer days.
If the student is not interested in books that are provided can give option to select
books from home.
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They thought the program was great! Good job to all involved!
Child felt it was hyped up to be better than it was-she was somewhat disappointed.
Not so early in the morning-9AM would be better.
Wonderful program.
Thanks for a fun program.
This was a great thing with buses too thank you.
We loved the program and it was made so simple with transportation and meals. I
would recommend this program to all. It was also set at the perfect time in summer,
when children are looking for new adventures. Thank you for everything we loved
it! (Side note: We had friends who asked about the program and wished their
children were old enough. They are so hoping it continues next summer.)
Transportation provided to open-enrolled students.
It was a nice break-up in the summer. I was good to have her engaged. 4 weeks was
a little too long for her, but I loved it! Transportation was a huge help.
We loved the teaching ideas and more relaxed learning atmosphere. She especially
enjoyed the skits/plays done every week. She also loved the hot chocolate while
reading. Thank you so much!!
Hard to say if he read more because of the program. Did not see him read at night or
on the weekends. He said he read all the books he got through the program.
Great program-AWESOME for the community of (name). Thank you!
I think everything was great.
This was a well run program, the ideas behind it are excellent. Summer is busy and
my boys still thought of it as summer school (however one really needs extra
instruction). One was more motivated by attendance incentives than the other. Food
and transportation makes this an easy option. Both of them commented throughout
the program they wanted more free reading time.
He really enjoyed going to The local bookstore. He spent his summer money, he had
been saving for something special, on books!
My child has issues with large groups and girl drama that prevented her from
wanting to continue, plus her allergies were horrible this summer so it just didn’t
work for her.
(Name) has never been a big fan of reading but this summer we had no problem
getting her up and ready to go to the literacy academy! She was always excited to go
and was even found to be reading when she could have been doing other activities. I
believe this program taught her that reading could be fun and not just a chore.
Thanks for offering a great program!
I think it’s a great program and hope it is offered in the future.
Extremely grateful for the program & the extra effort you put in to help our students.
Format was engaging, students enjoyed rotating and the variety. Recess was
necessary. Food & transportation helpful for many. Wonderful job!
The daily transportation was a huge incentive to us as summers are busy. Thank you
for providing that!
I think this program is wonderful and a great way for kids to continue their reading!
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APPENDIX L. PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTION #12
(NON-PARTICIPANT)
Non-Participant parent responses to question #12:
We did not move to Audubon until July.
(Name) had gymnastics practice at the same time as the Literacy Academy.
(Name) did not want to “go to summer school.” Speed and strength and basketball
schedules conflicted as well.
Transportation and child had no interest.
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APPENDIX M. LITERACY ACADEMY TEACHER’S MANUAL
Summer Literacy Academy: Growing as Readers, Group A
Small-Group Shared
Teacher Read-Aloud Texts
Reading
Week 1: Fiction
• Hate that Cat
• Anywhere Farm
CCSS Anchor Standard: • Surviving Moose
• The Curious Garden
Determine central ideas
Lake
• Miss Rumphius
or themes of a text and
• Summer of the
• Good Garden: How
analyze their
Woods
One Family Went
development;
• Good Garden: How
from Hunger to
summarize the key
One Family Went
Having Enough
supporting details and
from Hunger to
ideas.
Having Enough
Week 2: Biography
• Audubon: On the
• John Audubon:
CCSS Anchor
Wings of the World
Young Naturalist
Standard: Analyze
(chapter book)
• Jacques Cousteau:
how and why
Conserving
individuals, events,
Underwater Worlds
and ideas develop and
• Who is Jane
interact over the
Goodall?
course of a text.
• Who Was Steve
Irwin?
• Girls Who Looked
Under Rocks
• The Boy Who
Drew Birds: A
Story of John
James Audubon
Week 3: Nonfiction
• Prairie Dog Song
• Student-selected
CCSS Anchor
online, nature• energy island
Standard: Read
based texts from
• The Tragic Tale of
closely to determine
Newsela.
the Great Auk
what the text says
• The Wonderous
explicitly and to make
Workings of Plant
logical inferences from
Earth: Understanding
it; cite specific textual
our Word and its
evidence when writing
Ecosystems.
or speaking to support
conclusions drawn
from the text.
Week 4: Poetry
• Into the Woods: John
• All the Wild
CCSS Anchor Standard:
James Audubon Lives
Wonders: Poems of
Interpret words and
His Dream
our Earth
phrases as they are used • Nat Geo: book of
• Guyku
in a text, including
nature poetry
• Song of Seasons
technical, connotative,
• Echo/Echo
• When Green Becomes
and figurative
• Poke in the i
Tomatoes
meanings, and analyze
how specific word
choice shape meaning
or tone.

Reader’s Theater
•

The
Adventures of
Mouse Deer:
Favorite Tales
of Southeast
Asia

•

The Boy Who
Drew Birds: A
Story of John
James
Audubon
Tree Lady:
True Story of
How One
Tree- Loving
Woman
Changed a
City Forever

•

•

Studentcreated scripts
from online
articles.

•

Shared poetry
books from
other classes
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Summer Literacy Academy: Growing as Readers, Group B
Small-Group Shared
Teacher Read-Aloud Texts
Reading
Week 1: Fiction
• Squirm
• Time for Cranberries
CCSS Anchor Standard: • Wishtree
• Anywhere Farm
Determine central ideas • Love that Dog
• The Gardener
or themes of a text and
• Moo
• Miss Rumphius
analyze their
• The Wild Robot
development;
summarize the key
supporting details
and ideas.
Week 2: Biography
• Who was Jacques
• John Muir: My Life
CCSS Anchor
Cousteau?
with Nature
Standard: Analyze
• Untamed: The Wild
how and why
Life of Jane Goodall
individuals, events,
• Who Was Rachel
and ideas develop and
Carson?
interact over the
• Who Was Theodore
course of a text.
Roosevelt?
• Heroes of the
Environment: True
Stories of People Who
Are Helping Protect
Our Planet
• The Boy Who
Drew Birds: A
Story of John
James Audubon
Week 3: Nonfiction
• Student-selected
• The Tragic Tale of
CCSS Anchor
online, naturethe Great Auk
Standard: Read
based texts from
• What a Waste: Trash,
closely to determine
Newsela.
Recycling, and
what the text says
Protecting Our Planet
explicitly and to make
• A HOT planet needs
logical inferences from
cool kids
it; cite specific textual
• A Walk in the Prairie
evidence when writing
or speaking to support
conclusions drawn
from the text.
Week 4: Poetry
• the lost words
• Into the Woods: John
CCSS Anchor Standard:
James Audubon Lives
• A Year of Nature
Interpret words and
His Dream
Poems
phrases as they are used • Nat Geo: book of
in a text, including
animal poetry
technical, connotative,
• Mirror/Mirror
and figurative
• Ode to a Commode
meanings, and analyze
how specific word
choice shape meaning
or tone.
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Reader’s Theater
•

The
Adventures of
Mouse Deer:
Favorite Tales
of Southeast
Asia

•

One Plastic
Bag
The Boy
Who
Harnessed the
Wind

•

•

Studentcreated scripts
from online
articles.

•

Shared poetry
books from
other classes
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Children’s Texts

Applegate, K. (2017). Wishtree. New York, NY: Fewel and Friends.
Atkins, J. (2000). GIRLS who looked under rocks: The lives of six pioneering women.
Nevada City, CA: DAWN Publications.
Brown, P. (2009). The curious garden. New York, NY: Little, Brown and Company.
Brown, P. (2016). The wild robot. New York, NY: Little, Brown Books for Young Readers.
Burgan, M. (2014). Who was Theodore Roosevelt? New York, NY: Penguin Workshop.
Burleigh, R. (2003). Into the woods: John James Audubon lives his dream. New York, NY:
Simon & Schuster Children’s Publishing Division.
Cleary, B. (2015). Ode to a commode: Concrete poems. Minneapolis, MN: Millbrook Press.
Coelho, J. (2019). A year of nature poems. Minneapolis, MN: Quarto Knows.
Cooling, W. (2010). All the wild wonders. United States: Francis Lincoln Limited.
Cooney, B. (1982). Miss Rumphius. New York, NY: Viking.
Cornell, J. (2000). John Muir: My life with nature. Nevada City, CA: DAWN Publishers.
Creech, S. (2001). Love that dog. New York, NY: HarperCollings Publishers.
Creech, S. (2016). Hate that cat. New York, NY: HarperCollings Publishers.
Creech, S. (2016). Moo. New York, NY: HarperCollings Publishers.
Davies, J. (2004). The boys who drew birds: A story of John James Audubon. New York, NY:
Houghton Mifflin Company.
Detlefsen, L. (2015). Time for cranberries. New York, NY: Roaring Book Press.
Drummond, A. (2011). Energy island: How one community harnessed the wind and changed
their world. New York, NY: Square Fish.
Edwards, R. (2012). Who is Jane Goodall? New York, NY: Penguin Workshop.
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Fabiny, S. (2014). Who was Rachel Carson? New York, NY: Penguin Workshop.
Fogliano, J. (2016). When green becomes tomatoes: Poems for all seasons. New York, NY:
Roaring Book Press.
French, J. (2019). What a waste. New York, NY: DK Publishing.
Hall, J. (2007). A HOT planet needs cool kids. San Francisco, CA: Green Goat Books.
Hiaasen, C. (2018). Squirm. New York, NY: Alfred A. Knopf.
Hopkins, J. (2013). The tree lady: True story of how one tree-loving woman changed a city
forever. New York, NY: Beach Lane Books.
Ignotofsky, R. (2018). The wondrous workings of Planet Earth: Understanding our world
and its ecosystems. New York, NY: Ten Speed Press.
Janeczko, P. (2005). A poke in the i. Sommerville, MA: Candlewick Press.
Johnson, R. (2001). A walk in the prairie. Minneapolis, MN: Carolrhoda Books, Inc.
Kmkwamba, W., & Mealer, B. (2012). The boy who harnessed the wind: Picture book
edition. New York, NY: Dial Books for Young Readers.
Lewis, J. (2015). Book of nature poetry: With favorites from Langston Hughes, Naomi
Shihab Nye, Billy Collins, and more. Washington, D.C.: National Geographic.
Macfarlane, R. (2017). The lost words. United States: House of Anasi Press, Inc.
Mason, M. (2006). John Audubon: Young naturalist. Carmel, IN: Patria Press, Inc.
Medina, N. (2015). Who was Jacques Cousteu? New York, NY: Penguin Workshop.
Milway, K. (2010). The good garden: How one family went from hunger to having enough.
Toronto: Kids Can Press Ltd.
Paul, M. (2015). One plastic bag: Isatou Ceesay and the recycling women of Gambia. New
York, NY: Scholastic, Inc.
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Preston-Gnnon, F. (2018). Sing a song of seasons. Somerville, MA: Nosy Crow.
Raczka, B. (2010). Guyku: A year of Haiku for boys. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt.
Rohmer, H. (2009). Heroes of the environment. San Francisco, CA: Chronicle Books, LLC.
Root, P. (2017). Anywhere farm. Somerville, MA: Candlewick Press.
Roth, S., & Trumbore, C. (2016). Prairie dog song. New York, NY: Lee & Low Books Inc.
Silvey, A. (2015). Untamed: The wild life of Jane Goodall. Washington, D.C.: National
Geographic Partners, LLC.
Singer, M. (2010). Mirror mirror: A book of reverso poems. New York, NY: Dutton
Children’s Books.
Singer, M. (2016). Echo echo: Reverso poems about Greek myths. New York, NY: Dial
Books for Young Readers.
Smith, S. (2013). Summer of the words: The Virginia mysteries book 1. Midlothian, VA:
MyBoys3 Press.
Steam, K. (2018). Surviving Moose Lake. Columbia, S.C: Karl Steam.
Thornhill, J. (2016). The tragic tale of the great auk. Toronto: Groundwood Books.
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APPENDIX N. EXAMPLES OF STUDENT-CREATED READERS’ THEATER
SCRIPTS
Scene 1 : ( lights up )
Narrator: john james audobon was a boy who loved the outdoors more than the in. he loved
to look at birds all the time.
One day he was walking along the lane with his father, and he saw birds. Hundreds of birds
all of different colors and sizes flooded the forest.
(birds enter)
John : wow what awesome birds!
Dad: indeed child
John: father what do the birds do when they disappear each fall?
dad: I do not know john.
Narrator: john james began to wonder. He started researching everything he could about
birds. He looked at them every day listening for their calls. We went to a cave one day and
listened.
Scene end lights off Scene two lights up
Birds: ffb ffb ffb!
John: hello little birds! It has been a while!
Narrator: so he ran back home to tell the housemaid what he had seen
John: MADAM THOMAS! MADAM THOMAS
Madam thomas: what is it master audubon, John: french thing i can’t spell
Madam thomas: english boy! (says in disatasfactorily)
John: birds! Two! Beautiful!
Narrator: from that day forth, John James spent all his time in the cave with the birds,
drawing them and sketching how they moved and looked. Eventually the birds began to
tolerate him, not caring whether or not the was near their nest.
Birds: ffb ffb ffb
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Narrator: from the moment that he woke up in the morning to the moment he closed his eyes
at night he always thought of birds.it was strange for a boy his age.
Madam Thomas: You must tend to the garden And less chasing the birds
Narrator: he pretended not to hear madam thomas and climbed up to his room or musee he
called it. Every shelf,table,spare inch of floor was covered with eggs,nests,tree
branches,pebbles,lichen,feathers and everything bird and the walls bear covered with crayon
and pencil drawings all signed JJA. Every year on his birthday John James took down as
drawings,a years worth of work and burned them and hoped that someday he would make
drawings worth keeping. He wanted to know everything about birds but the thing he wanted
to learn the most was were do birds go in the winter.
John James: I will bring my books to the cave and my pencils and paper and even my flute. I
will study the birds everyday and I will draw them just as they are.
Narrator: in a week the birds were used to him they ignored them as if he were an old stump.
Birds: Fee-Bee! Fee-Bee!
Narrator: Spring slipped into summer. summer sighed and became fall.
John james: The birds will leave soon.
Narrator: james thought if he could find out were the birds go.
John James: I wonder where the birds go in the winter.
Narrator he finally found something strong enough to stay on the birds legs. A week later the
birds were gone. All winter james worked in his room.
John James: where do small birds go in the winter and do they return to the same nest in the
spring?
Narrator: finally it was spring and the birds came back.
Birds: Fee-Bee! Fee-Bee!
John james: Their back!and I will go look for the birds now
Narrator: finally john james found the birds and he also found the birds with the string
John James: Wow! I'm going to write a letter to dad.
Narrator:
Camera: Bubbles
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Penguin 1:
Penguin 2:
Photographer:
Prop master:
Monkey:
Narrator: Somewhere in the cold, icy winter of Antarctica there are penguins that found a
camera! A smart photographer, about to freeze to death, went to discover about the penguins
and left a camera to capture a detailed picture.
(Penguins waddle on stage)
Penguin 1: Hey Jeffy! What’s this? (point to the camera)
Penguin 2: Eddie, I don’t know! (kicks it to get a better view of what the camera is)
Narrator: On this normal day, they found something out of the norm. The penguins, in their
curiosity, kept looking at the camera trying to understand what it does. They danced around
the camera trying to get the best view and in the process, the camera was recording this is
what it caught:
Penguin 1 and 2: (dance the cat party dance)
Narrator: The dance they danced was caught on video and uploaded to facebook. This wasn’t
the first time an animal was caught on camera
Photographer: I remember one time when I was taking pictures but I had to leave before they
started to attack me. So I left my camera set up on a tripod and something happened! A
monkey pressed the button and took a picture!
Monkey: (walks up to camera questioning what it is and presses the button)
Narrator: The photographer took his camera and went home with a great new photo! The
photographer uploaded that photo to facebook and it soon when viral.
The end.
Characters
Narrator:
Juno:
Eddie:
Zoo Keeper:
Basketball Hoop:
Lights/Sound person: -- swimming noises, otter noises,
Props:
Stage Director:
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Prop maker:
Script Writer:
Vet:
Narrator: If you came to hear a serious story about otters then you’re at the wrong place. If
you want to see an otter dunk a basketball, you’ve come to the right place. Hello children!!
this is Juno. She is a sea otter and she is one of the few otters who know how to dunk a
basketball!
Juno: ( animal noises) Hey all! Thanks for coming to hear my story, but I wasn’t the first one
to dunk a basketball.
Narrator: Let’s meet Eddie. Eddie: (waves and squeaks)
Vet: (standing next to Eddie) Eddie has arthritis in his shoulder and elbow. As a vet My
recommendation is physical therapy.
Zoo Keeper: *gasps* I have a great idea! (breaks into hip-hop) basketball is my favorite
sport, I like the way they dribble up and down the court..Let’s teach Eddie how to dunk a
ball!
Eddie: (squeaks)
Narrator: So the process began
Zoo Keeper: Okay Eddie -- touch the basketball!
Eddie: (touches the basketball)
Zoo Keeper: Great job! Here's a treat. (And the next day sign passes in front)
Zoo Keeper: Okay Eddie - touch the top of the hoop
Eddie: (touches the top of the hoop)
Zoo Keeper: (gives Eddie a treat) (And the next day sign passes in front)
Zoo Keeper: Okay Eddie - put the ball through the hoop!
Eddie: (dunks the basketball)
Zoo Keeper: Great Job Eddie! Here’s another fishy treat (And the next day sign passes in
front)
Eddie: (continuously dunks basketballs as the Zoo Keeper walks by)
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Narrator: The youtube video went viral.
Juno: Hey! You all are getting off topic, what about me?
Narrator/Zoo Keeper: Sorry!
Narrator: Juno, how did you learn to dunk a ball?
Juno: Recently after Eddie died the zoo decided that they needed a new dunking otter. So one
day, my human asked me to try to put the ball through the hoop. I keep practicing and I keep
missing. But, with perseverance I knew I could do it
(2 months later sign passes in front)
Juno: (continuously dunks basketball in the hoop) basketball is my favorite sportort
Zoo Keeper: Great job Juno! You’ve come so far in the past two months!
Narrator: It wasn’t long for her video to go viral too and Juno learned to put her own personal
flair on the dunk as well.
Juno: (dunks ball with a spin)
Vet: So our story’s almost finished, we just have one final question… What's the difference
between an otter and a navy aircrewman?.....
Everyone else: I don’t know
Vet: At least the otter knows he’s not a seal

Story Map:

THE TREE LADY
Katherine Olivia Sessions grew up in the woods of Northern California
Kate’s side of town wasn’t supposed to get their hands dirty, but Kate did
Kate liked science the best in school
When she was in the woods, she felt the trees were her friends and that she could be
sheltered
When she grew up, she left home to study science in college...no women had ever
done this before
After college, she took a job as a teacher in Southern California in a desert town
She thought the city needed more trees so she started caring for them
She started writing letters to gardeners all over the world to send her trees

SUMMER LITERACY ACADEMY

315

She planted them in her desert town
There was a great fair called Panama-California Exposition and she thought they
needed more and more trees there!
Soon, there were too many to plant so she recruited help!
When the fair opened, millions of trees and plants filled Balboa Park with so many
visiters.
The fair goers were surprised by how many trees there were!
Kate has been given many award for her work
She cared for trees and gardened for the rest of her life
Characters:
Narrator 1:
Tree lady:
Classmate:
Director:
Script:
Tree Lady: Hi, my name is Katherine Olivia Sessions. Some people call me the Tree Lady
Narrator 1: We’ll call her Kate. Kate grew up in the woods of Northern California.
Tree Lady: I love getting my hands dirty and being in the woods!
Classmate: Kate, I don’t think you’re supposed to do that.
Narrator 1: But Kate didn’t care.
Classmate: Oh, Science is the worst class ever!
Tree Lady: No way! Science is the best!
Narrator 1: After school, Kate would often go to the woods.
Tree Lady: I like the woods. It’s calming.
Narrator 1: Kate went to college to study science
Tree Lady: I’m the first woman to be in college studying science. I’m not going to give up!
Narrator 1: After college, she got her degree and became a teacher in a San Diego.
Tree Lady: San Diego needs more trees...I’m going to do something about it!
Narrator 1: So she started writing letters to many gardeners to send her seeds that would
grow in the desert with little water.
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Gardner: Oh, how cool! This will grow great in San Diego.
Narrator 1: The gardners sent her seeds and she started planting trees around different parks
Tree Lady: This is too many! I might need help!
Narrator 1: so kate asked some people to help garden trees.
gardener: hi kate I can help you plant trees in the park.
Tree lady:oh thank you so much.
Narrator 1: so tree lady and gardener planted trees all over the city.
Tree lady: look at all those trees I think we made this a better city
Narrator 1: so there were more visitors were visiting the park and were amazed about all the
trees. In 1940 kate peacefully passed away in her love of trees.
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APPENDIX O. EXAMPLES OF STUDENT POETRY WRITING
Seasons of the North
January
Cold is here gives, gives you frostbite
The cool breeze
Makes you sneeze
It goes to your knees
Be prepared for a snowball fight!
February
February!
A Month of love
When many people
Say fly away dove!
Put up your decorations
Celebrate the day
With much love and cheer
Spring is around the corner
So again I say, celebrate the holiday
March
Still snowing
Fire glowing
Kids outside
They will confide
They speak of the yeti
In this snow Serengeti.
April
Still snowing
But getting warmer
Furnace is on
Still cold, still snowing
Play outside in the snow
But know it soon will end
May
Magnificent
Activities Galore
Yup Summers here
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June
Beginning of summer
End of school
Enjoy your time
By staying cool!
July
Joyful
Unique
Loud
Yearly
August
End of summer
Kind of a bummer
No more lake days
Or playing outside
But i’ll keep on pushing
In this school where I reside.
September
School is near
Better pack your bags
School is here
Get your name tags
Get your supplies
School is here
October
Halloween is tonight I can hardly wait
I’ll eat a bunch of candy
Going on a sugar rush is my fate!
November
So much food
How do I eat it
So much food
My mouth will soon meet it
Apple cobbler and cherry pie
If I eat more i’m gonna die
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Hotdish, potatoes, turkey too
Sorry, I didn’t save any for you
December
Snow, snow, snow
Wind, wind, wind
It’s a snowstorm a fierce one here in Minnesota
All snow storms are fierce
But when its over, it’s a winter wonderland.
Lost Giant
A wetland spawns a continent
a class to suchran elephant
as I, who knows the nomad bird
alone can fly him to the land
Dolphins
Shimmering
in the sun
Can’t wait for night to come
Catching fish all day,
Can never wait to play!
Loving and kind,
I want one to be mine.
A whole dolphin family,
Playing in the sun,
Looks so fun!
Help each other,
Love one another,
Together forever!
(dolphin dance)
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APPENDIX P. LEVENE’S TEST FOR EQUALITY OF VARIANCES FOR MALE
AND FEMALE STUDENTS
Test

Gender

N

Mean

F

Sig.

May

Male

49

690.59

.512

.476

Female

48

730.19

Male

40

553.15

.066

.798

Female

37

693.95

Male

35

520.60

.151

.699

Female

34

680.41

Male

54

616.67

.041

.841

Female

53

723.68

Pre

Post

Sept

